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Chapter 1 Introduction 
 
If someone separated the art of counting and measuring and weighing from all the 
other arts, what was left of each (of the others) would be, so to speak, insignificant.  
— Plato 
Philebus 55e. Trans. R. W. Sharples.  
 
Why are some consumers content, perhaps even excited, about the prospect of 
purchasing foreign products while other, seemingly similar, consumers are resistant to 
foreign products? Despite this question’s increasing importance, marketers do not have 
a solid grasp of the complete array of constructs that influence consumers’ opinions 
about the appropriateness of purchasing foreign products. They are, therefore, ill-
equipped to answer such a key question in an increasingly global marketplace. In this 
dissertation, we will explore the documented constructs that influence attitudes towards 
foreign purchases. We also aim to broaden the number of useful scales to measure 
these constructs. 
 
1.1 Research Objectives 
 
The goal of this work is to expand the array of scales that can be used to meas-
ure the contributors to global purchasing habits. Specifically, we aim to add two new 
scales to the literature in this piece. The first scale, the consumer xenocentrism scale is 
intended to measure consumers’ favorable orientations to products from outside their 
membership group. 
The second scale, the consumer cosmopolitanism scale will be designed to 
measure consumers’ openness to new ideas and tendency to address functional needs 
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with the kind of products or services that best deliver the desired function, regardless of 
tradition or social influence (Cannon, Yoon, McGowan, Yaprak, 1994; Cleveland, Laro-
che, and Papadopoulos, 2009, Riefler , Diamantopoulos, Siguaw, 2012).  
 
1.2 Justif ication for Research 
 
Many major producers of consumer-goods are shunning away from the multi-
domestic approach to marketing their products in favor of more global approaches with 
only slight modifications for individual countries (Schuiling and Kapferer 2004). Re-
search investigating the formation of attitudes towards the purchase of foreign and do-
mestic products is therefore more applicable now than ever. It is therefore no surprise 
that marketers continue to show increased interest in understanding the factors ex-
plaining consumers’ decisions regarding the country-of-origin. 
 
To date, researchers have spent the overwhelming majority of their efforts in the 
constructs that result in a reluctance to purchase foreign goods.  The extant literature 
explaining the reluctance to purchase foreign products has become quite rich, with 
constructs such as consumer animosity (Klein , Ettenson, Morrison, 1998) and con-
sumer ethnocentrism (CET) (Shimp and Sharma, 1987; Nijssen and Van Herk, 2005; 
Balabanis and Diamantopoulos, 2004) being common in the marketing literature. How-
ever, the research devoted to explaining the attitudinal constructs that exhibit an indif-
ference or preference towards foreign purchases has been largely ignored. This dearth 
of research has continued to occur despite evidence in the literature showing that vari-
ous groups of people show affinity towards foreign products for a variety of reasons. 
	  	   	  	  
3	  
The bulk of the research showing such preferences has been a part of the country-of-
origin (COO) literature (Bilkey and Nes 1982; Baughn and Yaprak 1993; Peterson and 
Joliet 1995; Papadopoulos and Heslop 2003; Usunier 2006). The traditional COO lit-
erature reflects only the preference or distain for products from various countries with-
out giving much thought regarding why consumers have such preferences.  Some 
promising theoretical work has been conducted on the constructs related to openness 
to foreign products (Cannon and Yaprak, 2001; Cannon and Yaprak, 2002; Douglas 
and Craig , 2000; Balabanis, Diamantopoulos, Mueller, Melewar, 2001). However, this 
stream of research is largely underdeveloped, especially with regards to empirical stud-
ies.   One of the goals of this piece is to provide the scales needed to conduct the ap-
propriate research that would fill this empirical research gap.  
Riefler and Diamantopoulos (2009) further spell out the need for the research of 
this nature in discussing recent trends in the global marketplace. They note that the in-
creased mobility of individual consumers results in greater exposure to foreign goods. 
This increased exposure along with increased media coverage of foreign cultures and 
consumption styles (Beckman et al., 2001) has resulted in greater awareness of the 
offerings of foreign countries. Accompanying this increased awareness of foreign prod-
ucts are consumer biases, both negative and positive in nature, towards foreign and 
domestic products (Steenkamp and de Jong, 2010).  
We are not alone in the belief that scales need to be created to measure the 
constructs that lead to consumers’ indifference and preference towards foreign prod-
ucts. Riefler and Diamantopoulos (2009, p.408) expressed the need for an improved 
consumer cosmopolitanism scale noting  “…the absence of an appropriate measure-
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ment instrument as a main reason for this lack of empirical studies…” After replicating 
and performing further work with the Cannon Yoon McGowan Yaprak Cosmopolitanism 
(CYMYC) scale, the longest standing consumer cosmopolitanism scale available in the 
literature, their “findings highlight a need for an alternate scale to measure the con-
sumer cosmopolitanism construct.”  The limitations of the CYMYC scale are discussed 
in more detail in subsequent sections of this piece. Though Riefler et al. (2012) have 
recently attempted to fill this void with a new consumer cosmopolitanism scale we have 
slightly different views on the dimensionality of their scale as will be discussed later in 
this piece. There is, perhaps, an even stronger case for the need for the consumer 
xenocentrism scale, given the fact that no such scale exists to measure this important 
construct. The consumer xenocentrism construct is becoming increasingly important 
given the shift in global demographics towards countries that are more culturally di-
verse.  This, combined with the increasing ease with which consumers can purchase 
globally makes the consumer xenocentrism construct one that warrants further study 
by marketing academics and practitioners alike. 
 
1.3 Structure of the Dissertation 
 
 This dissertation will be divided into five chapters. After this introductory chapter, 
the second chapter will be devoted to a thorough review of the literature where we will 
look closer at the underlying attitude theory along with an investigation of the relevant 
constructs influencing attitude formation in the global consumer context. Chapter three 
is devoted to outlining the scale development process, detailing the preliminary steps 
taken in creating our two scales. Chapter four will explain the results of the main stud-
ies of the research. The two main studies are a scale refinement study followed by a 
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scale validation exercise. The scale validation portion of the study is too lengthy (in 
terms of the number items for single survey) to accomplish in one data collection. 
Therefore, the validation component of the study is broken into two components. The 
conclusions will be discussed in chapter five and will be divided into a Discussion of 
Results, Contributions of the Research, Limitations and Future Research Recommen-
dations components. 
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Chapter 2 Review of Literature 
 
Given the global marketplace, it is the norm for consumers to be able to choose 
between products that are made either domestically or from a variety of foreign coun-
tries. While this trend toward globalization increases at continuously increasing rates, 
as marketers, we cannot yet be sure if consumers are themselves globalizing along 
with the marketplace (Cleveland et al. 2009). There is much disagreement among 
theorists regarding whether or not consumers are becoming more globalized and will-
ing to purchase foreign goods. 
One side argues that: 
…capitalism, global transport, communications, marketing 
and advertising, and transnational cosmopolitanism are interacting 
to dissolve the boundaries across national cultures and economies 
(Ger 1999) and, in the eyes of many (e.g., Alden, Steenkamp, and 
Batra 1999; Firat 1995; Hannerz 1990; Ter Hofstede, Steenkamp, 
and Wedel 1999), accelerating the emergence of a homogeneous 
global consumption culture 
(Cleveland et al. 2009, p. 116). 
The other camp theorizes that despite the deluge of international influences ex-
perienced by the typical consumer, it is the local culture that influences the patterns of 
consumption. De Mooij  (2004) argues that the strong push for globalism has resulted 
in consumers’ increasingly resolved attachment to local cultures thereby thwarting the 
appeal of foreign-made goods (Cleveland et al. 2009).  Unfortunately, the scarcity of 
empirical studies in this area has made it difficult to determine which side has the cor-
rect point-of-view. Perhaps both camps are correct and that consumers can be seg-
mented using this divide. However, in order for us to identify the varying segments of 
consumers relating to willingness to purchase global products we must first have the 
	  	   	  	  
7	  
tools to measure the appropriate constructs. To date, marketers have only a small rep-
ertoire of such scales and not enough to adequately measure all the latent variables 
that influence the purchase of foreign goods. It is clear that further research investigat-
ing the influences of attitudes towards global products is in order and we believe that 
the first appropriate step is to enhance the range of scales available.  
 De Mooij (2004) makes the argument that the traditional methods of segment-
ing consumers by economic or demographic attributes is not as powerful as what could 
be learned by slicing consumer segments according to the pertinent psychographic at-
tributes. Steenkamp, Ter Hofstede, and Wedel (1999) take a similar stance and argue 
that for marketing managers to effectively match the correct products with the appro-
priate consumers the international marketer must use a consumer-oriented strategy 
that takes into account the attitudes of the consumer. We couldn’t agree more but 
again, feel that in order for this to be achieved; we must first have the ability to meas-
ure the appropriate constructs, specifically in the consumer framework.  
 
2.1 Attitude Theory, Affect and Cognit ion 
 
Our primary interest in having the scales we propose is for us to be able to bet-
ter detect the way that these constructs contribute to a consumers’ formation of atti-
tudes towards global and local products.  Therefore, before we look closer at the con-
structs of interest it might be best to ground ourselves in the literature on the attitude 
formation topic. In their seminal work, Fishbein and Ajzen (1975, p.6) define attitudes 
as “a learned predisposition to respond in a consistently favorable or unfavorable man-
ner with respect to a given object”.  This is similar to Katz and Stotland’s (1959, p. 428) 
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definition of the construct, which is described as “…an individual’s tendency or predis-
position to evaluate an object or the symbol of that object in a certain way”. Attitudes 
can be complex when multiple attitudes are felt toward a single object. Wilson, Lindsay 
and Schooler (2000) and Azjen (2001) suggest that people can hold multiple attitudes 
towards a single object or subject. When a new attitude is formed it does not take the 
place of the existing attitude but instead the new attitude may coexist with the existing 
one. Even when the multiple attitudes are in conflict, the overall impression will essen-
tially be the result of the weighted sum of the individual attitudes. To incorporate some 
of the constructs discussed in this paper, it is not implausible for a consumer to feel 
ethnocentric while at the same time having a certain degree of cosmopolitanism even if 
the constructs appear to be in conflict. For instance, the cosmopolitan attitude of a 
consumer might influence him to assess the product objectively with “world-minded” 
standards of quality.  The ethnocentric attitude might contradictorily reflect upon how a 
product that is sourced locally will benefit the local economy. The xenocentric con-
sumer may feel influenced to purchase products from the non-native social group or 
country with which he is centered. It is up to the consumer to weigh the importance of 
these three constructs (along with many others, perhaps) in forming an overall attitude 
regarding his intent to purchase.  
The more recently conceptualized attitude theory model is captured in two-
components of attitudes. The two components of this model are the cognitive (informa-
tion the person holds about the object) and the affective (feelings toward the object) 
components. The two-component model is in contrast to the three-component or tripar-
tite view, which also includes a conative (intended behavior) component. Bagozzi and 
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Burnkrant (1979, p. 915) state that the affective component “measures the degree of 
emotional attraction toward an attitude object”, and the cognitive component “accounts 
for the perceived relationship between attitude object and other objects or concepts”. 
Figure 2-1 shows how the Consumer Cosmopolitanism (CCOS) and Consumer Xeno-
centrism (CXENO) constructs can be seen as precursors to an individual’s attitude to-
wards global products (AGP) to use the term developed by Steenkamp and DeJong 
(2010). The model in Figure 2.1 shows CCOS as CCOS_latent because the CCOS is a 
latent variable that will be measured using the scale items that are created in this work. 
The same applies to CXENO_latent. AGP is an established scale containing six items 
that influence the overall AGP latent variable. The six scale items of the model assess 
the respondent’s attitudes towards, clothing, furnishings, entertainment, food, lifestyle 
and brands as they relate to global consumption. 
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Figure 2.1.  
Proposed Model of CCOS and CXENO influencing AGP 
 
 We aim to investigate how these specific affects influence attitude toward global 
products. In looking exclusively at the affective components of attitude, we are pur-
posely excluding Country of Origin (COO) biases from our analysis.  
Traditional COO stereotyping is mostly the result of the cognitive component of 
national identity (what we think we know about the quality of the products from foreign 
countries). The consumer xenocentrism and consumer cosmopolitanism constructs 
largely tap the affective component of national identity (emotional attachment, sense of 
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belonging, importance placed on membership, commitment to country)  (Mueller and 
Broderick, 2010). The affective and cognitive components of attitude formation are 
conceptually separable despite them being closely related. (Brewer and Kramer, 1985). 
A good example of the cognitive component being trumped by the affective component 
(manifested as animosity) is the Johansson et al. (1985) example of Jewish consum-
ers’ avoidance of German-made products despite their appreciation for the high quality 
of those products.  
The purpose of this work is to further clarify the relationship between affect and 
attitude, specifically in the context of attitude toward global products. We intend to do 
this, in part, by developing the constructs that describe the affective influences of atti-
tudes towards global products. Specifically, we look to create scales to measure the 
undeveloped constructs that could be used to measure the affects that contribute to 
positive or neutral feelings towards products developed by an out-group.  
 
2.2 Country-of-Origin (COO) biases 
Before discussing the constructs that influence consumer’s attitude to global 
products we should first investigate the importance of a favorable attitude towards the 
products of a certain country.  This country of origin bias is well documented in the lit-
erature (Baughn and Yaprak 1993; Papadopoulos and Heslop 2003) and a brief syn-
opsis of the work done will be helpful in understanding its importance to global market-
ers.  Country-of-origin is usually defined as “the country with which a firm is associated” 
(Gillespie, Jeannet, and Hennessey 2007, p. 195). COO is a perceived construct, such 
that the country a consumer associates with a firm or a product does not necessarily 
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have to be the actual country-of-origin. For instance, many Volkswagen cars are built in 
Mexico. For many consumers who purchase one of the Mexican-made Volkswagens,  
they will still tie the German roots of the Volkswagen brand to the product. Therefore 
the COO image of these vehicles for most consumers will be Germany despite the ve-
hicle being manufactured in Mexico. Clearly such an image is typically advantageous 
given Germany’s strong reputation for manufacturing high quality vehicles relative to 
Mexico’s. However, such an image may instead have a negative impact on the pur-
chase intentions if the consumer has negative associations with Germany. 
 The COO stream of literature is rich, with empirical work dating back over a half 
of a century.  Dichter (1962, p. 116), argues that the country-of-origin of a product may 
have a “tremendous influence on the acceptance and success of products”. Schooler 
(1965, p. 396) discusses the empirical findings of his work by noting the “significant dif-
ferences in the evaluation of products, identical in all respects except the name of the 
country appearing on the label.”  This should not, likely, come as a great surprise as 
we might view COO as signal of quality in the same way that a particular brand image 
might act as cue for quality. Klein et al. (1998, p. 89) note that “it is possible, however, 
that a product’s origin (signaled by the place of manufacture and/or brand name) will 
affect consumers’ buying decisions directly and independently of product judgments”. 
The CCOS and CXENO constructs investigated in this research focus not on how COO 
influences perceptions of quality, but instead on how COO influences purchase inten-
tions without necessarily influencing perceived quality. The sums of these constructs 
and some related constructs such as consumer ethnocentrism (CET) are referred to as 
the affective component of attitude formation. Verlegh and Steenkamp (1999, p. 523) 
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clarify this phenomenon in stating “that country of origin is not merely a cognitive cue 
for product quality, but also relates to emotions, identity, pride and autobiographical 
memories”. 
 
2.2.1 The affective components of COO biases 
 Jaffe and Nebenzahl (2006) raised the importance of investigating the various 
attitudes that bias consumers towards different countries-of-origin. They first segment 
consumers’ attitudes into two broader categories according to specificity: (1) attitude 
towards foreign products in general and (2) for products from specific countries of ori-
gin. The first of Jaffe and Nebenzahl’s (2006) segments are the topic of interest for this 
study as we are looking at clarifying the constructs that explain why certain consumers 
might have generally neutral or favorable feelings to foreign products.  The authors fur-
ther break down these two segments according to their reluctant, neutral, or favorable 
dispositions towards foreign products as is illustrated in Table 2-1. 
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Table 2-1 
 
 Jaffe and Nebenzahl’s (2006) segmentation of consumer attitudes towards foreign 
products 
 
 Att i tudes to Foreign 
Countries in General 
Att i tudes to Specif ic 
Foreign Countries 
Reluctant to Foreign 
Products 
Consumer Ethnocen-
trism (Shimp, 1987) 
Consumer Animosity 
(Klein, 1998) 
Neutral to Foreign 
Products 
**Consumer Cosmopol-
itanism (Cannon and 
Yaprak, 2002), C-
COSMO (Riefler et al. 
2012) 
None 
Favorable to Foreign 
Products 
**-Consumer Xenocen-
trism (Kent, 1951),  / 
Consumer Xenophilia 
(Perlmutter, 1954) 
-Consumer Internation-
alism (Kosterman and 
Feshbach, 1989) 
Consumer Affinity 
(Oberecker, 2008),  
** Cells of interest to be studied in this dissertation. 
 
 In this study, we will further explore the left column of Table 2-1, which describe 
the constructs which might bias a consumer’s choice between foreign and domestic 
goods. Those constructs are: Consumer ethnocentrism; Consumer Cosmopolitanism; 
Consumer Xenocentrism; and Consumer Internationalism. 
 
2.3 Constructs of Interest 
Consumer attitudes can be influenced both negatively and positively by a variety 
of constructs.  It is therefore appropriate that we discuss the constructs that aid in con-
sumers’ decisions to buy products from various countries of origin. Having a better un-
derstanding of these constructs can help marketers determine why some consumers 
show affinity towards foreign products while other superficially similar consumers might 
show an aversion to these same foreign products. 
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2.3.1 Consumer Xenocentrism 
Xenocentrics are “individuals who prefer a society other than their own and who 
rate and scale everything in reference to it and not to their own.” (Kent and Burnight , 
1951).  There are a number of reasons why consumers might feel an attachment to 
other societies. The most relevant reason for a high degree of xenocentrism, given the 
ever-increasing heterogeneity of demographics in the U.S., is consumers’ attachment 
to the land of their ancestry.  Kent and Burnight (1951),the pioneers of the xenocen-
trism construct, are very clear that this term apply to second and third generation 
Americans with strong cultural ties to their land of ancestry. They state: 
One also finds persons manifesting some xenocentric feelings 
among a small minority of second- and third-generation Americans who 
idealize the land of their fathers, justify its every act, disparage American 
culture in comparison with it, and set up this foreign culture as the su-
preme arbiter for all other cultures. While it may be contended that psy-
chologically and emotionally these persons are members of a foreign so-
ciety rather than of America, the fact remains that legally and nominally 
and for all practical purposes they are Americans and must be so consid-
ered. 
(Kent and Burnight , 1951, p. 256) 
 Another common reason for an individual to display high levels of xenocentrism 
is a dislike for the public policies of the government of one’s country. A person’s strong 
opposition to the political actions of a one’s country might lead the individual be at-
tracted to and become centered with a country who’s actions are in line with one’s 
moral or political beliefs. (Belk, 1982)   Ethnocentric tendencies are pervasive in all so-
cieties and Kent and Burnight (1951) argue that among societies that have contact with 
dissimilar groups, certain individuals are predisposed to exhibit feelings which are the 
opposite of ethnocentrism. Such xenocentrics “are centered in a foreign group and may 
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even have a strong dislike for their own kind. An essential part of both ethnocentric and 
xenocentric feelings is their subjective nature. One who is ethnocentric sees virtues 
where none exist; one who is xenocentric sees faults where none exist. In either case, 
perception is biased by a mental set” (Kent and Burnight,1951 p 256-257).  In the same 
way that ethnocentrism results in a bias towards the domestic, xenocentrism results in 
a bias against the domestic, implying a comparative bias for the foreign.  
There is little distinction between xenophilia and xenocentrism, where xenophilia 
is to have a love for the out-group while the xenocentric is centered in the out-group. 
Merton (1972) distinguishes xenophilia from xenocentrism and feels that the xenocen-
trism construct should be without evaluation. Merton’s interpretation of xenocentrism, 
which implies association but no evaluation, is in contrast to Kent and Burnight’s (1951) 
which carries with it a negative evaluation of the in-group compared to the reference 
group. The implied negative relative evaluation when using the term xenocentrism is 
widespread. This is evidenced by the Merriam Webster dictionary definition of xeno-
centrism: “oriented toward or preferring a culture other than one's own.” Here, you can 
see the implied negative evaluation of the in-group when compared to the out-group 
that is tied to the construct. We will, therefore also imply a negative relative evaluation 
in our interpretation of xenocentrism when defining consumer xenocentrism. 
The related xenophilia construct is defined as “love for strangers and foreigners 
… and an implicit or explicit disrespect for or hatred of one’s own sociological reference 
group” (Perlmutter 1954, p. 293).  The definition leaves open the possibility for hatred 
towards ones’ own reference group, but this does not need to be the case. A less ex-
treme form of xenocentrism would just be a preference for the out-group when com-
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pared to the in-group.  Suppose an Italian-born naturalized U.S. citizen is watching a 
World Cup soccer match of Italy vs. the U.S. If this fan finds he is cheering for Italy we 
would consider him to be xenocentric to a certain degree. This is not to say he hates 
the people of the U.S. (though he may) but he has a preference for what is now the 
out-group. 
Oberecker and Riefler, and Diamantopoulos (2008) identify xenophilia as a pos-
sible antecedent of the consumer affinity construct. The consumer affinity construct 
could be summarized as an emotional attraction to the goods of a specific foreign 
country.  
In their description of the various types of groups which might exhibit such feel-
ing in the U.S. Kent and Burnight (1951) raise many examples that are as relevant to-
day as they were in 1951, if not more.  Certain early generation Americans may still 
feel a connection with their land of ancestry, despite their American citizenship and 
perhaps having never been to the country with which they feel an alliance. This is es-
pecially relevant now as the U.S. becomes increasingly diverse. Leading this charge in 
the growth of non-Caucasians is the Hispanic population, which had reached a popula-
tion of over 48 million according to the 2010 census data. It is projected that by 2050 
the Hispanic population will account for 30 percent of the U.S. population at over 130 
million.   
Take, for instance, the City of Ontario California. According to the 2010 census it 
had a population of approximately 164,000. 69 percent, or 113,000 of these people 
consider themselves to be Hispanic or Latino with almost all of this proportion having 
ancestry in Mexico. Clearly there is a strong Hispanic community with traces to Mexico 
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in this American city.  Though the vast majority of these consumers are American by all 
legal definitions will they view “American Made” products as products made by the in-
group or will they view the “Made in Mexico” goods as a product made by the in-group. 
If even a portion of these residents feels that the Mexican made products are the prod-
ucts made by their in-group than this would represent a large number of Xenocentric 
consumers- American consumers that are Mexico-centric. When one extrapolates this 
example to all of the communities across the U.S. that have communities with strong 
ties to their ancestral country it is not hard to imagine that this could represent millions 
of xenocentric consumers living in the U.S.   
Stronger feelings of xenocentrism might come from the rejection of one’s own 
culture. Such a sentiment is somewhat common among young adults and college stu-
dents who have extensive contact with other cultures. These feelings might be a result 
of disagreement with domestic politics. The mass-opposition of the US Vietnam war 
resulted in large segments of the U.S. population eschewing domestic goods in favor of 
products from countries that were critical of the U.S. stance. Volvo, a Swedish-made 
product was seen by some as a symbol of opposition to the Vietnam war. (Belk, 1982) 
Working from Kent and Burnight’s (1951) definition of Xenocentrics we define 
consumer xenocentrics as “individuals who prefer the products or services of a society 
other than their own and who rate and scale all products and services in reference to it 
and not to their own society.” We would therefore define consumer xenocentrism as: 
An individual’s preference for the products or services of a society other than their own. 
A propensity to rate and scale all products and services in reference to this foreign so-
ciety and not their own. 
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2.3.2 Consumer Cosmopolitanism 
 Consumer cosmopolitanism (CCOS) has been looked upon as a consumer 
characteristic that could account for indifference, if not preference for foreign products 
(Cannon and Yaprak 1993).  We believe that a good working definition of consumer 
cosmopolitanism is: a consumers’ openness to new ideas and a tendency to address 
functional needs with the kind of products or services that best deliver the desired func-
tion, regardless of tradition or social influence (Cannon et al, 1994). Hannerz, (1992, p. 
252) describes cosmopolitanism as “a willingness to engage with the Other, an intelel-
lectual and aesthetic stance of openness toward divergent cultural experiences”. 
Authors routinely describe consumers high in CCOS as being neutral or indifferent to-
wards foreign products (Jaffe and Nebenzahl 2006, Oberecker et al. 2008). However, 
while the cosmopolitan consumer may not have a bias toward any particular country 
their “conscious openness to the world and to cultural differences” (Skrbis, Kendall, 
and Woodward 2004, p. 117) makes them willing to try products that are not the cul-
tural norm. If we assume that these products, which go against the cultural grain, are 
not domestic then we can predict that the cosmopolitan consumer will be more likely to 
purchase foreign products due to their active desire to consume cultural differences 
(Thompson and Tambyah 1999). Cleveland et al. (2009) concur with this notion in stat-
ing “Because cosmopolitans perceive themselves as less provincial and more interna-
tional (Hannerz 1990), presumably they would be more responsive to global consumer 
culture positioning strategies (Alden, Steenkamp, and Batra 1999) and, thus, more 
likely to choose products from other cultures and places.” 
  Despite this interest, the extant literature is largely theoretical and there is lim-
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ited empirical work on the topic. Riefler and Diamantopoulos (2009) attribute this in 
large part to the lack of a widely accepted scale for the construct. The existing CYMYC 
scale, which is intended to measure consumer cosmopolitanism (Cannon et al. 1994) 
fails to give adequate reliability scores for it to be useful and seems to have difficulty 
measuring the construct for which it was intended. Riefler and Diamantopoulos (2009), 
additionally, raise questions regarding the dimensionality and the nomological validity 
of the CYMYC scale. Despite their attempts to replicate the creation of the CYMYC 
scale in hopes of bolstering its usefulness, they are unable to approach the statistical 
benchmarks needed of a useful scale. Riefler and Diamantopoulos (2009 p. 414) make 
a strong summary case for the need for a new CCOS scale in stating that : 
“a key reason for the lack of empirical research is the absence of a psy-
chometrically sound measure of consumer cosmopolitanism. While the 
majority of existing cosmopolitanism scales is too broad to be useful for 
marketing applications, the only scale developed with the latter purpose 
in mind suffers from poor content validity, unclear dimensionality, low in-
ternal consistency, and questionable construct validity. This might explain 
why the marketing literature has not widely adopted the CYMYC scale in 
empirical research efforts.” 
 
 Soon after Riefler and Diamantopoulos’ (2009) call for a new scale, Cleveland 
et al. (2009) created a reliable cosmopolitanism scale. This new scale, however, does 
not measure cosmopolitanism from the consumer perspective and is therefore more of 
a cosmopolitanism scale than a consumer cosmopolitanism scale. Some items of this 
scale include: (COS1) I enjoy exchanging ideas with people from other cultures or 
countries; (COS2) I am interested in learning more about people who live in other 
countries; (COS3) I enjoy being with people from other countries to learn about their 
views and approaches; (COS4) I like to observe people of other countries, to see what 
I can learn from them.  
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Riefler et. al (2012) also introduced a three-dimensional version of a consumer 
cosmopolitanism scale. This scale will be addressed in a subsequent section of this 
chapter. 
 
2.3.2.1 Justif ication for replacing the CYMYC scale 
Despite the fact that there are now two Consumer Cosmopolitanism scales ex-
isting in the literature in the form of the CYMYC scale (Cannon et. al 1994) and C-
COSMO (Riefler et al., 2012), we believe that a new scale is in order for several rea-
sons. Regarding the CYMYC scale, Riefler and Diamantopoulos (2009) thoroughly dis-
cuss the reasons that the CYMYC scale has never been fully accepted as a tool for ac-
curately assessing consumer cosmopolitanism.  They trace problems relating to the 
scale’s dimensionality, reliability and validity.  In critiquing the  Cannon et al. (1994) 
scale, we too investigate these same three weaknesses.  
Dimensionality 
The CYMYC scale was created with four dimensions which were not in agree-
ment with the exploratory factor analyses that were conducted and none of the data-
collection samples indicated that the scale items that were created comprised of four 
factors. Riefler and Diamantopoulos (2009) attempted to repurpose the scale items of 
the CYMYC by identifying an alternative dimensional structure but were not able to 
make good use out of the existing scale items, stating that the “results of the factor 
analyses are alarmingly diverse…” Riefler and Diamantopoulos (2009 p. 410). 
Reliability 
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The Cronbach’s alpha score of the 24 item CYMYC scale was reported by Can-
non et al. (1994) as α=.57 while the further refined 17 item version showed internal 
consistency values of α=.68. These coefficient alpha scores are less robust (α=.35 and 
α=.49 for the 24 and 17 item scales, respectively) when the same tool is used by Yoon 
et al. (1996). Riefler and Diamantopoulos’ (2009) attempt, using an Austrian sample, 
resulted in similarly unreliable internal consistency values when using the 24 item scale 
on two different samples (α=.42 and α=.47). For psychometric purposes, these alpha 
values are generally considered to be very poor. For personality tests Devellis (1991) 
suggests that an alpha value of greater than .7 is acceptable. Interestingly, he omits 
this threshold in the (2011) revision to the scale development guidebook.  As Yoon et 
al. (1996) suggest, the lack of unidimensionality and the poor indicators of reliability 
likely go hand in hand which is why it is generally recommended (Gerbing and Ander-
son 1993; Clark and Watson, 1995) that unidimensionality be achieved before testing 
for reliability- something that was not done for the CYMYC scale.  Had unidimensional-
ity been achieved, the CYMYC scale would not have suffered from very low and some-
times negative inter-item correlations within the scale as reported by Riefler and Dia-
mantopoulos (2009). 
Validity 
The thorough investigations conducted By Riefler and Diamantopoulos (2009) 
show that there are large inconsistencies regarding the predictive abilities of the scale.  
“For example, one study finds a positive relationship of consumer cos-
mopolitanism and education, while another study does not observe any 
significant link. The only hypothesis consistently supported throughout all 
three studies is the one on metropolitan living, indicating that people liv-
ing in metropolitan areas and thus being heavily exposed to international 
influences, tend to be more cosmopolitan than people residing in rural ar-
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eas.” (p 412) 
 
Though we might not expect all of the CYMYC scale items to correlate nega-
tively with the CETSCALE, given that only five of the 24 items in the scale significantly 
correlated (negatively) the nomological validity of the scale is questionable. 
Given the aforementioned psychometric problems with the CYMYC scale, it be-
comes increasingly clear why this scale has not been embraced in the literature. We 
believe that given a consumer cosmopolitanism scale that is created using the ac-
cepted scale creation techniques, researchers will be able to expand the use of the 
consumer cosmopolitanism construct. From a theoretical standpoint, the increased re-
search in the CCOS domain will lead to a greater understanding of the influences of 
attitudes towards global products. One practical implications of being able to accurately 
measure consumers’ level of cosmopolitanism is that managers will have the ability to 
segment consumers based on CCOS characteristic allowing for more customized 
methods of reaching audiences with global products. 
 
2.3.2.2 Justif ication for a competing scale vs. the C-COSMO scale 
 Riefler et al. (2012) introduced their C-COSMO scale to help fill the void for a 
psychometrically sound consumer cosmopolitanism scale. They have done a very nice 
job of using modern scale creation and validation techniques to create the new scale. 
Therefore, unlike the CYMYC scale, where it is the psychometric properties of the 
scale that are the main concern, the source of our concern regarding the C-COSMO 
scale is the three-dimensional conceptualization of the consumer cosmopolitanism 
construct. 
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The authors define their interpretation of consumer cosmopolitanism using a 
three-dimensional, second order construct. Specifically Riefler et al (2012, p.3) define 
consumer cosmopolitanism as: 
…the extent to which a consumer (1) exhibits an open-mindedness to-
wards foreign countries and cultures, (2) appreciates the diversity brought 
about by the availability of products from different national and cultural 
origins, and (3) is positively disposed towards consuming products from 
foreign countries. 
  
The entire collection of items used to measure the three constructs included in 
the C-COSMO scale are detailed in Appendix A. I would, however, like to outline the 
items that Riefler et al. (2012) included in the first construct, open-mindedness.   
Open-mindedness 
o When traveling, I make a conscious effort to get in touch with the 
local culture and traditions. 
o I like having the opportunity to meet people from many different 
countries. 
o I like to have contact with people from different cultures. 
o I have got a real interest in other countries 
 
The entire construct is not consumption related and raises the question of 
whether this construct and the included items should be included in a scale that is in-
tended to measure consumption behavior. 
With these 4 items removed, we feel that the dimensionality of the C-COSMO 
scale may look somewhat different. We, therefore, are not totally convinced that the 
dimensionality of the C-COSMO scale. We also question the casual dismissal of con-
sumer cosmopolitanism being viewed as an attitude.  Riefler et al. (2012) focus on 
Fishbein and Ajzen’s (1975: p. 6) definition of attitude, which involves responding “in a 
consistently favorable or unfavorable manner with respect to a given object”. Riefler et 
	  	   	  	  
25	  
al.(2012) argue that the purchase of foreign vs. domestic goods does not constitute a 
specific enough object to justify an attitudinal perspective. We disagree and feel that 
the distinction between purchasing foreign and domestic products is something with 
which consumers can form an attitude even if it does not constitute a specific physical 
object. We are not alone is seeing the cosmopolitan construct as one being based in 
attitude (Jaffe and Nebenahl, 2006; Yegenoglu, 2005) and, therefore, feel it is appro-
priate to explore the construct from the attitudinal perspective. 
 
2.4 Related Constructs 
Discussed in this section are constructs that have similarities to those of interest 
in this piece. We’d like to clarify the definition and uses of these other constructs so 
that we may better understand how the CXENO and CCOS constructs are different 
and offer further explanatory power to the marketer. 
 
2.4.1 Consumer Ethnocentrism (CET) 
Of the constructs of interest in Table 2-1 only CET has a valid, reliable and 
commonly accepted scale that is specific to consumption. Shimp and Sharma (1987) 
popularized the concept of CET in their creation of the consumer ethnocentrism scale 
(CETSCALE). They defined Consumer Ethnocentrism as “the beliefs held by consum-
ers about the appropriateness, indeed the morality of purchasing foreign-made prod-
ucts”. Highly ethnocentric consumers view the purchasing of foreign goods as wrong 
because of its adverse affects on the local economy (Shimp and Sharma, 1987). Con-
sumers low in ethnocentrism are more likely to evaluate a product based strictly on its 
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merits. CET is not just an economic issue, but is seen as a moral issue among highly 
ethnocentric individuals and therefore contains a strong normative tone. 
It is important that CET is regarded as an independent construct from the often-
associated country-of-origin (COO) bias. The ethnocentric consumer has a more gen-
eral avoidance of all foreign products and does so for more normative and patriotic 
reasons. COO biases are cognitive in nature and are aimed at specific countries and 
therefore, the effect will vary from country to country. To use Hershe’s (1992) example, 
a highly ethnocentric consumer will be equally turned off by both French and Japanese 
wines because they are both foreign products and she would feel that she ought to buy 
wine from her home country. A different American consumer with low levels of CET 
might prefer the French wine to his domestic product, but might prefer the domestic 
wine to the Japanese product due to his COO bias towards French wines (but not 
Japanese) given France’s strong reputation for producing excellent wine. 
The practical consequence of CET is a propensity to overestimate domestic 
goods and to underestimate foreign goods (Shimp and Sharma, 1987). There is em-
pirical evidence to support such a claim, but the degree to which CET influences con-
sumption behavior varies greatly. In Steenkamp’s and de Jong’s (2010) study, which 
introduced the multi-construct “attitude toward global products” (AGP), CET was 
among the most influential of the constructs included. Shimp and Sharma’s (1987) 
study showed that consumers low on the CETSCALE evaluated products based on the 
products’ attributes themselves whereas those high on the CETSCALE evaluated 
products based on their perceived impact on the local economy. Hersche (1992) found 
that CETSCALE scores were a better predictor of foreign purchase intentions than the 
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consumers’ demographics and there are a large number of other studies which show a 
significant relationship between increased levels of CET and less favorable attitudes 
towards foreign goods.  
It is important to clarify that Consumer Ethnocentrism and the other three con-
sumer constructs of interest (CCOS, CXENO, and Consumer Internationalism (CINT)) 
do not represent opposing poles of the same construct.  To demonstrate this, we can 
imagine a consumer that might have similar levels of each construct. For instance, 
imagine a consumer who has a very low level of ethnocentrism. This person does not 
think that purchasing foreign products is immoral. We might also imagine that this con-
sumer does not fit the description of any of the other attitude segments. He does not 
have a conscious openness to world cultures and is therefore not high on CCOS. He 
does not look to specifically make foreign purchases and is therefore not high on the 
CXENO or the CINT constructs. It would appear that this consumer makes no special 
consideration with regard to whether or not the product is foreign or domestic. They 
might instead focus only on other important aspects of the product, such as price or 
quality with no regard to the products country of origin. The point is that if this con-
sumer can be at once low in CET and low in the other three constructs than they can-
not represent opposing poles of the same construct.  
We might also look at a consumer who is highly ethnocentric. He becomes 
slightly annoyed when he sees that his neighbor has purchased a foreign-made car 
and feels that it is his moral obligation to purchase domestic-made goods for the health 
of the local economy.  However, after returning from a business trip in Scotland he 
finds that he has a new-found appreciation for fine single malt Scotch. He finds himself 
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purchasing this new favorite spirit in place of his typical American-made Bourbon. His 
openness to trying the best products from other countries shows signs of CCOS while 
his continued annoyance with his neighbor for buying a BMW shows signs of high lev-
els of CET.  Again, if this consumer can show high levels of both CET and CCOS than 
these are independent constructs as opposed to opposite positions of the same con-
struct. 
 If they are not the same construct, there should be independent scales to 
measure each of these independent constructs, which is why we feel there is such a 
great need for the CCOS and CXENO scales. 
The extant body of CET literature has become quite large since Shimp and 
Sharma (1987) popularized the concept with the creation of the CETSCALE. There has 
been a large variety of studies that have investigated the interaction between a con-
sumer’s level of ethnocentrism and their evaluation of foreign products. We argue that 
the construct is perhaps overused in relation to the other general predictors of attitude 
toward foreign goods discussed by Jaffe and Nebenzahl (2006). Though CET may be 
the most important of these constructs, it is often treated as though it were the only one 
with any predictive ability. There seems to be instances when CET is not a particularly 
good predictor of consumers’ decisions between foreign and domestic products.  There 
is also some debate regarding the overall predictive validity of the CETSCALE. Con-
trary to other findings, Balabanis and Diamantopoulos (2004) show that the CET con-
struct is not effective in explaining the purchasing of foreign goods despite its effective-
ness in predicting the consumption of domestic goods. This further exemplifies the 
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need for properly developed constructs predicting a favorable bias towards foreign 
goods among consumers.  
We argue that the Consumer Cosmopolitanism, Consumer Xenocentrism and 
(eventually) Consumer Internationalism constructs should be explored as predictors of 
such attitudes. It is from this standpoint that we propose the creation of these new 
scales: Consumer Cosmopolitanism (CCOS); Consumer Xenocentrism (CXENO). 
 
2.4.2 Consumer Animosity 
The consumer animosity construct was introduced by Klein et al. (1998) for re-
lating the tensions between nations to the consumers’ buying behavior.  Klein et al. 
(1998, p. 90) define the construct as “the remnants of antipathy related to previous or 
ongoing military, political, or economic events”. They note that the consumer animosity 
construct can be traced to multiple sources. The sharing of a common, friendly border 
such as the one between Canada and the U.S. might lead to a benign rivalry. On the 
other extreme, we might expect to see intense animosity as a result of more serious 
military events or economic or political conflicts such as the the avoidance of German-
made products among the Jewish population (Klein et al. 1998).  We might, addition-
ally, expect to trace consumer animosity towards countries that are seen as being in-
volved in unfair business or trade practices.  Riefler and Diamantopoulos (2007) note 
that cultural dissimilarities between the involved countries tend to exacerbate con-
sumer animosity.    
Ang et al. (2004) identify four subdivisions of animosity: stable versus situational 
and personal versus national. In using the term stable animosity, the authors refer to 
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negative feelings developed from historical economic or military events, which are 
passed on and remain stable from generation to generation, even if individuals do not 
have personal experiences with these events. Situational animosity, however, con-
cerns negative feelings that are linked with a specific circumstance. The third type of 
animosity, personal, refers to personal experiences with the foreign country or its in-
habitants that lead to animosity. On the contrary, national animosity deals with the per-
ceptions on how the home country is treated by the foreign country. 
Klein et al. (1998) find that animosity does not have a significant effect on the 
perceived quality of a product from a specific country. Instead, it is hostility toward the 
involved country that results in the rejection of products from the country that is the fo-
cus of the animosity. Note how this is different from negative COO biases which tend to 
reject products due to their perceived low quality. Klein et al. (1998) also make distinc-
tions between war-based and economic based animosity. While the reasons behind 
war-based animosity can likely go without explanation, the economic-based animosity 
may be attributed to three sources according to Riefler and Diamantopoulos (2007). 
These sources are: trade practices that are deemed unfair to the home country; eco-
nomic power of the foreign country, and the foreign country being viewed as an unreli-
able trading partner.  
Verlegh and Steenkamp (1999) note that actions resulting from animosity can 
also be seen as an amoral action, meaning that consumers try to force their point by 
deciding to, in the case of animosity, avoid products from the respective country.  The 
construct has proven to be useful in explaining the consumption behaviors of consum-
ers taking stock of various foreign goods. Klein, et al. (1998, p. 90) state that the con-
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sumer’s measure of animosity can be a “significant predictor of consumers’ willingness 
to purchase foreign products”.  It should be noted that consumer animosity is country-
specific and does not apply to foreign countries in general (Riefler and Diamantopoulos 
2007).  
 
2.4.3 Consumer Affinity  
The literature on the consumer affinity construct, which is based on favorable at-
titudes towards a country, is in its infancy. Jaffe and Nebenzahl (2006) introduce the 
concept of consumer affinity as a basis for the segmentation of consumers. Oberecker, 
Riefler, and Diamantopoulos (2008, p. 26), define consumer affinity as: 
 “a feeling of liking, sympathy, and even attachment toward a spe-
cific foreign country that has become an in-group as a result of the con-
sumer’s direct personal experience and/or normative exposure and that 
positively affects the consumer’s decision making associated with prod-
ucts and services originating from the affinity country”. 
 
The consumer affinity construct is largely based upon Ashforth and Mael’s 
(1989) social identity theory. Social identity theory posits that people classify them-
selves into a multitude of social categories to which they feel that they belong. These 
classifications might be based on age, gender, race, and country of origin, to name a 
few.  Based on the individuals’ placement into these groups, people will place others 
into in-groups or out-groups. In-groups are those that the individual feels they belong to 
and the out-group are those that they feel they don’t belong to and are considered “an-
tithetical to the in-groups” (Durvasula, Andrews, and Netemeyer 1997, p. 75). 
Oberecker at al. (2008) note that the literature assumes the in-group is preferred 
over the out-groups. However, they argue that it is possible for there to be an attraction 
	  	   	  	  
32	  
towards various other specific out-groups. Oberecker et al. (2008) note that the con-
sumer affinity construct is purely affective with regard to a specific country and does 
not encompass an overall preference for foreign products –only products from specific 
countries with which the consumer has emotional attachment. 
 
2.4.4 Consumer Internationalism 
Internationalism, as described by Kosterman and Feshbach (1989) reflects a 
person’s concern about other nations’ welfare and empathy for people of other coun-
tries. Internationalism was originally seen as a portion of a two-pole construct from na-
tionalism to internationalism where nationalism represents affect for one’s own country. 
However as Doob (1964) points out "there is no reason to suppose that the personality 
traits associated with love of country are the same as those connected with hostility 
toward foreign countries or foreigners"( p. 128). The consumer internationalism con-
struct can be illustrated by looking at a relatively new shoe company that has based its 
business model on certain consumers’ desire to help those less fortunate. TOMS 
shoes donates a pair of shoes for every pair that is purchased. Their story is summa-
rized as follows: 
In 2006, American traveler Blake Mycoskie befriended children in Argen-
tina and found they had no shoes to protect their feet. Wanting to help, he 
created TOMS Shoes, a company that would match every pair of shoes 
purchased with a pair of new shoes given to a child in need.  
One for One. 
Blake returned to Argentina with a group of family, friends and staff later 
that year with 10,000 pairs of shoes made possible by TOMS customers. 
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TOMS Shoes is a for-profit company with giving at its core. With our One 
for One mission, TOMS transforms our customers into benefactors, which 
allows us to grow truly sustainable giving efforts rather than depending on 
fundraising for support. This model has enabled us to give more shoes at 
a rapid rate and created thousands of customer-philanthropists along the 
way. (toms.com/faq Jan 23, 2012) 
The internationalist business model proposed by TOMS shoes has been so 
successful that it has recently been duplicated by major shoe maker Skechers with 
its line of shoes called “BOBS” which operate on the same “one for one” premise. 
TOMS line of eye-glasses has recently been introduced and are also expected to be 
a success. It seems that the internationalist consumer has been pent up and with 
these highly marketed efforts, there may be a rise in the number of retailers that will 
try to tap into the internationalist consumer as a means of increasing sales. 
Kosterman and Feshbach (1989) created an internationalism scale but like Cleve-
land et al.’s COS scale it is not in the consumer context. We, therefore, see this as an 
interesting area for further study as well as a possible future scale development pro-
ject. 
For the sake of this exercise, we will focus on the CCOS and CXENO scales as 
we feel that taking on more than two scales at once may prove to be too large of an 
exercise to do at once both in terms of the effort required as well as in terms of the 
number of questions that can be realistically asked of a scale development sample. 
This is not to minimize the importance of the CINT construct in helping to explain the 
purchase behaviors related to foreign goods. We see the creation of the CINT scale as 
an exciting area for future work.  
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2.5 Construct Definit ions 
 
Table 2-2. 
 
 Definitions of the relevant constructs for the CCOS and CXENO scale creation project. 
 
Construct Definition 
Cosmopolitanism 
(Scale Exists) 
•  “A conscious openness to the world and to cultural dif-
ferences” (Skrbis, Kendall, and Woodward 2004) 
• “Willingness to engage with the Other, an intellectual 
and aesthetic stance of openness toward divergent cul-
tural experiences” (Hannerz, 1992) 
Consumer Cos-
mopolitanism 
(Unacceptable 
Psychometric 
properties- 
Cannon et al. 
Questionable 
dimensionality 
and theoretical 
grounding- 
Riefler at al.) 
• An openness to new ideas and tendency to address 
functional needs with the kind of products or services 
that best deliver the desired function, regardless of tradi-
tion or social influence. (Cannon et al, 1994) 
• Multidimensional construct reflected in a set of three di-
mensions, namely open-mindedness, diversity apprecia-
tion, and consumption transcending borders. (Riefler et 
al., 2012) 
 
Attitudes toward 
Global Products 
(Scale exists) 
Generalized attitudes to global brands. Comprised of multi-
ple constructs. (Steenkamp and De Jong, 2010) 
Xenophilia / Xeno-
centrism 
(Scale exists) 
• The championing of things and people “foreign”, some-
times at the expense of things and people “local” 
(Perlmutter 1954) 
• The favorable orientation to non-membership groups. 
(Merton, 1972) 
• The love for the foreigner (Sichone, 2008) 
 
Consumer Xeno-
centrism 
(No Scale) 
An individual’s preference for the products or services of a 
society other than their own. A propensity to rate and scale 
all products and services in reference to this foreign society 
and not their own. (Adapted form Kent and Burnight, 1951) 
Country of origin The country with which a firm (or product) is a associated 
(Gillespie, Leannet, and Hennessey, 2007) 
Internationalism 
(Scale Exists) 
Concern about other nations’ welfare and empathy for peo-
ple of other countries. (Kosterman and Feshbach, 1989) 
Consumer Interna-
tionalism 
(No Scale) 
Desire to support the welfare of other nations through prod-
uct consumption due to an empathy for people of other 
countries. (adapted from Kosterman and Feshbach 1989 
def of Internationalism) 
Consumer Ethno- “the beliefs held by consumers about the appropriateness, 
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centrism 
(Scale Exists) 
indeed the morality of purchasing foreign-made products” 
(Shimp and Sharma, 1987) 
Consumer Ani-
mosity 
(Scale Exists) 
The country specific bias against foreign products due to 
the remnants of antipathy related to previous or ongoing 
military, political, or economic events (Klein et al. ,1998) 
Consumer Affinity 
(Scale Exists) 
 
The country specific bias towards foreign products as a re-
sult of a feeling of liking, sympathy, and even attachment 
toward a specific foreign country. (Oberecker, Riefler, and 
Diamantopoulos, 2008) 
 
In order for us to develop the CCOS and CXENO scales, which we have made a 
case for in the preceding sections, we must carefully follow the recommended proce-
dures to avoid creating another scale that will not be accepted in the marketing litera-
ture. We have outlined the steps to creating such a scale in the following chapter.  
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Chapter 3 Scale Development Methods and Preliminary Procedures 
 
A comprehensive scale development process that is recommended by Nete-
meyer, Bearden, and Sharma (2003) and Devellis (2011) was used for the creation of 
the CCOS and  CXENO scales. The two scales were created in parallel due to the re-
latedness of the constructs as well as for purposes of increased efficiency of both time 
and resources. There is general agreement between the two sources with regard to the 
most appropriate techniques to be used and both sources provide a certain degree of 
flexibility in their recommendations. We also drew from various recent scale creation 
papers that have used robust techniques for creating their respective scales. Specifi-
cally, the methods used in the development of the following scales were used as guide-
lines: Haws and Bearden’s (2011) Consumer Spending Self Control (CSSC) scale; the 
Frugality scale developed by Lastovicka et al. (1999); and the Compulsive Buying In-
dex (CBI) developed by Ridgway, Kukar-Kinney and Monroe (2008). In the instances 
where there were discrepancies between the methods used by the various authors we 
attempted to choose the method which best fit the requirements while adding robust-
ness to the process. 
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Table 3-1  
The eight-step scale development process recommended by Devellis (2011) 
Step 1: Determine what will be measured. This step includes the definition of the 
construct to be measured, including its different components. 
 
Step 2: Generate an item pool. The researcher must generate a large pool of 
items that are candidates for eventual inclusion in the scale. 
 
Step 3: Determine format of the measure. The researcher should consider and 
determine, based on the objective of the research, the response format to be 
used in the scale. 
 
Step 4: Have the initial item pool reviewed by experts. Ask a group of people 
knowledgeable about the content area to evaluate the item pool. 
 
Step 5: Include validation items. 
 
Step 6: Administer the instrument to a sample. 
 
Step 7: Evaluate the items based on responses of the sample. Evaluate the per-
formance of the individual items so that appropriate ones can be identified to 
constitute the scale. 
 
Step 8: Optimize scale length. Assess the validity and the reliability of the scale.  
 
 
There are minor differences amongst authors when it comes to recommending 
the appropriate procedure. The general consensus among the authors listed is that the 
scale development process is conducted in the following manner: After a thorough lit-
erature review the construct as well as the content domain are defined. Thereafter, an 
initial pool of items is generated. This is followed by an expert screening of the existing 
scale items.  From here the remaining items are given in the form of a questionnaire to 
a panel of subjects. This list of items is further refined using benchmarks for item-to-
total correlations and factor loadings. Confirmatory factor analysis and reliability scores 
are used to further refine the scale items. Once the scale has been refined to the ap-
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propriate size it is further tested for unidimensionality and reliability. The scale will then 
go through a series of studies to test for discriminant, convergent and nomological va-
lidity. 
3.1. The Construct Definit ions 
Potential components of the consumer xenocentrism (CXENO) and consumer 
cosmopolitanism (CCOS) constructs were identified by conducting a review of literature 
(see chapter two). The literature review yielded the following construct definitions: 
 
Consumer Xenocentrism: An individual’s preference for the products or services 
of a society other than their own. A propensity to rate and scale all products and 
services in reference to this foreign society and not their own. 
 
Consumer Cosmopolitanism: A consumers’ openness to new ideas and a ten-
dency to address functional needs with the kind of products or services that best 
deliver the desired function, regardless of tradition or social influence. 
 
3.2 Item Pool Generation / Open-ended Pre-Test 
The scale creation literature rates this step of the scale creation process as the 
most important of all and should be completed only after the authors have a thorough 
grasp of the construct for which they are trying to create their scale. As such, this proc-
ess can only take place after a thorough review of the literature. (Devellis, 2011; Nete-
meyer, Bearden, and Sharma 2003). The generation of the item pool for the CCOS and 
CXENO constructs was based on three primary sources: the extant literature, the 
authors, and the open-ended responses from 68 student responses, 23 of whom were 
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graduate students.  The open-ended pretest (Appendix B) was intended to elicit 
thoughts regarding the various ways and reasons that people show preference, indif-
ference or distain for foreign products.  
Once refined and edited for redundancies the item generation exercises resulted 
in a list of 51 potential scale items. 24 of these items were created for the CCOS scale 
and 27 for the CXENO scale.   
The individual items were generated with the various guidelines in mind, as out-
lined by Netemeyer, Bearden, and Sharma (2003) and Devellis (2011). The items were 
written with the intention that they would be read by individuals with the reading ability 
of 5th to 7th graders. Without sacrificing meaning, the items were attempted to be as 
brief as possible.  
Items with double negatives were not incorporated into the item pool. For in-
stance, items such as “I am not in favor of legislation to change campaign-finance 
laws” should be replaced with similar meaning, but less confusing items such as “I fa-
vor current campaign-finance laws”.  
“Double-barreled” items are those that convey more than one idea for which the 
respondent might agree in a single response and should be avoided. An item such as 
“I don’t eat chocolate ice cream because I’m trying to lose weight” is double barreled 
because how would someone who doesn’t eat chocolate ice cream for reasons other 
than weight concerns answer this item? A negative response to this item might indicate 
that the respondent does eat chocolate ice cream or it might also indicate that the re-
spondent doesn’t eat ice cream but not because he is concerned with weight but per-
haps he might prefer vanilla. 
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With regard to the number of responses required, there appears to be some 
flexibility in the literature. The minimum recommended by Devellis (2011) under difficult 
circumstances is a pool size that is 50% greater than the final scale. However, two to 
four times the number of items in the final scale seems to be the general recommenda-
tion as well as what is being done in the empirical scale creation papers. Devellis 
(2011) indicates that when creating scales, the authors should balance the length of 
the scale such that it is long enough to ensure reliability yet not have so many items 
that it becomes cumbersome. The recent scale development papers have been devel-
oping scales that generally range from 6 to 12 items. Without having done the analysis 
of our items, we therefore expected our scales to have approximately 8 items each.  
We therefore feel that the 51 items (Appendix C) we have created is more than ade-
quate for the two scales. Among the statements in the item-pool, a certain degree of 
redundancy is desirable as long as the items “share relevance to the intended variable 
and not in any other regard” (Devellis 2011 pg 80).  
 
3.3 Determine the Format for Measurement 
The CXENO and CCOS scales use a Likert scale format with five response 
categories that are anchored by “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agree.” 
 
3.4 Expert Review of Init ial Item Pool 
After the initial pool of items was created, the proposed items were given to an 
expert review panel as recommended by Netemeyer, Bearden, and Sharma (2003) 
and Devellis (2011). The purpose of the expert review is to further eliminate unsuitable 
	  	   	  	  
41	  
items and make suggestions for improvements to the individual items and the scale as 
a whole. One of the goals of the expert review is to not only improve the quality of the 
scale but to also use the input of the experts as a means of narrowing the selection of 
items that will ultimately be used in the final scale. 
The experts should be people who have strong English language skills and 
should be experts in the domain area. The experts used in this screening all had 
Ph.D.s in Marketing with one being an upper level Ph.D. candidate.  The panel of 6 ex-
perts was used to validate, refine and eliminate items from the item pool.  
The experts were presented an instrument (Appendix C) with the definition and 
description of the CCOS and CXENO constructs along with the respective item-pools. 
For each of the items, the experts were asked to state their opinion regarding the rele-
vance and clarity of each item using a five-point scale.  At the construct level, we asked 
the experts to point out any additional ways of tapping the constructs that we might 
have failed to include in the initial item-pool. The experts were also given the opportu-
nity to comment on anything they feel that might be wrong with the overall scale or any 
of the individual scale items. The hope was that this would eliminate as many of the 
flaws in the scale as possible. 
After the six expert-respondents returned their questionnaires containing their 
ratings and opinions of the relevance and conciseness of the scale items, a tally was 
created to summarize the overall quality of the items in each aspect.   
Based on the recommendations, ratings and comments from the expert review, 
the item-pool was modified and reduced in size by eliminating items which were gener-
ally agreed to be less clear and concise.  Items that were thought to not tap the con-
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struct to a sufficient degree were also eliminated. Additional items supplied by the 
panel of experts were considered for addition to the item-pool and two new items were 
added to the scale based on the input from the panel of experts. At the end of this ex-
ercise the item pools had been reduced to 20 and 18 items for the CXENO and CCOS 
scales, respectively. 
 
3.5 Attention Check 
To cope with concerns regarding a lack of attention among participants it was 
decided to include an attention check as a means of increasing the statistical power 
and the reliability of the dataset (Oppenheimer et al. 2009). The attention check is in-
cluded as a means of flagging the respondents who respond in a haphazard manner. 
The identification and removal from the dataset of respondents who are not paying at-
tention to the scale-items removes some of the statistical noise and can reduce the 
sample size needed to get reliable results. The item used as an attention check in the 
first study’s survey (Appendix D) was the following: “This item is intended to be an at-
tention check. Please choose “Strongly Disagree” for this item.” 
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Chapter 4 Data Collection and Analysis 
 
4.1 Administer Items to Development Sample 
For the first main round of data collection, the responses to the remaining items 
were collected from undergraduate business students. The students were offered bo-
nus points from their respective instructors for completing the survey containing the 
scale items. Nunnaly (1994) suggests that 300 subjects is a large enough sample size 
with which to create a scale.  For determining the appropriate sample size Devellis 
(2011) recommends that five to ten participants be involved for each item in the scale 
up to 300, at which point the ratio can be relaxed. Given that each scale will likely have 
no more than 10 items we feel that 300 participants should be more than adequate and 
that perhaps 200 participants would be an appropriate goal as a subject pool.  
4.1.1 Sample Description for Scale Creation Study 
 We collected data from 325 undergraduate students at a school that hosts a 
large number of international students. Given the nature of the scale, international stu-
dents were eliminated from the data pool.  Among all respondents, 287 (88.3%) of the 
participants reported being U.S. citizens. Fifty three percent of the respondents were 
male. The average age of the respondents was 26.0 (s.d.= 6.4). 
 
4.2 Item analysis and refinement 
Once gathered, the data collected was run through a variety of tests to deter-
mine the suitability of the data for purposes of creating the scale items. An additional 
45 respondents were eliminated for failing to properly answer the attention check ques-
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tions, leaving us with 242 qualified respondents. The data was screened for univariate 
and multivariate outliers. Given the Likert-type questions, univariate outliers were not a 
problem. Multivariate outliers were detected by calculating the Mahalanobis distance 
using SPSS 20.0 as recommended by Tabachnik and Fiddel (2006). Multivariate out-
liers were determined by calculating the z-scores of the Mahalanobis distance. Z-
scores of greater than 3 are considered to be outliers. Multivariate outliers are often the 
result of respondents randomly guessing their way through the survey. Since we used 
an attention check to eliminate such respondents, we found there to be only two multi-
variate outliers. The results of all analyses were similar when including these outliers 
when compared to excluding them. We therefore chose to include them in the analysis 
since we had no theoretical reason to exclude them. 
 
4.2.3 Exploratory Factor Analysis. 
Principal component exploratory factor analysis (PCA) with Varimax rotation 
(McDonald, 1985) was used on the CCOS and CXENO proposed scales items. Items 
were retained at this stage if they (1) loaded .50 or more on the hypothesized factor, 
and (2) did not cross-load greater than .50 on any other factor.  
4.2.3.1 Consumer Xenocentrism 
The 20 possible CXENO scale items were analyzed using the principal compo-
nent analysis of  SPSS 20.0. The scree plot in figure 4-1 shows a large, disproportion-
ate drop in Eigenvalue after the first component / factor.  This indicates that a single 
factor solution is appropriate for the CXENO scale. 
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Figure 4-1 
Scree Plot of CXENO PCA 
 
Table 4-1 shows that 45% of the variance can be extracted from the given items 
using a single factor. Using a second factor will contribute only another 9% of variance, 
confirming what was shown visually on the scree plot. 
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Table 4-1 
Variance Explained in CXENO PCA  
 
Based on the results of PCA in Table 4-2, we initially retained the first seven 
items of component 1. This was based on the recommendation to eliminate any items 
with loadings of less than 0.5 or items that cross loaded more than 0.5 on a secondary 
factor (Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994; Bollen, 1989).  Though none of the seven items 
retained, strictly speaking, break either of these rules, the last item “I feel better about 
buying most foreign products than American-made products.” comes close to cross-
loading on the third component with a loading of 0.473.  
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Table 4-2 
 Rotated Component Matrix of CXENO items (N=242)
 
 
4.2.1.2 Consumer Cosmopolitanism 
The 18 possible CCOS scale items were analyzed using the principal compo-
nent analysis of SPSS 20.0. The scree plot in figure 4-2 shows another large dispro-
portionate drop in eigenvalue after the first component / factor.  
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Figure 4-2 
Scree Plot of CCOS PCA
 
Table 4-2 shows that 31 % of the variance can be extracted from the given 
items using a single factor. Though not as strong as the CXENO items, we still confirm 
the unidimensionality of the CCOS construct. 
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Table 4-3 
 Variance Explained in CCOS PCA
 
Based on the results of PCA in Table 4-4 we initially retained the first nine items 
of component 1. Again, this was based on the recommendation to eliminate any items 
with loadings of less than 0.5 or items that cross-loaded more than 0.5 on a secondary 
factor. The last item to be selected “I enjoy trying products that are popular in other 
countries.” raises some concern since its loading on component 2 (.462) is almost as 
large as its loading on the primary component (.533). 
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Table 4-4 
Rotated Component Matrix of CCOS items (N=242)
 
 4.2.2 Inter-item correlation and Optimization of scale length 
The corrected item-to-total correlation as calculated using the SPSS 20.0 reli-
ability analysis should exceed .45 for the items to be retained (Bearden et al. 1989; 
Churchill et al. 1979).  This calculation must be recalculated with each iteration of the 
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scale refinement process since any elimination of scale items will result in changed 
values of this metric.  
Scale length and reliability are generally seen as trade-offs. Coefficient alpha 
scores are a function of both the covariance among the items as well as the number of 
items. In general, it is desirable to have shorter scales to place less of a burden on the 
participants responding. It is, however, advisable for a scale to be as reliable as possi-
ble. Therefore, the researcher must weigh the consequences of each when determin-
ing the appropriate scale length. The general consensus, however is that brevity is not 
a virtue if the scale is not reliable (Devellis, 2011). The act of dropping very bad items 
from the pool might actually result in increased reliability. The “alpha if deleted” function 
in SPSS can be used as a guide in determining the best items to delete from a lengthy 
scale in the event that the scale has sufficient reliability and that deletion of items does 
not result in drastic decreases in reliability. 
 
4.2.2.1  Inter-item correlation and Optimization of scale length of CXENO 
scale items 
All of the existing seven items show strong scores with regard to the Corrected 
Item-Total Correlation. None of the items approach the cut-off score of 0.45 with the 
lowest correlation being .605. From this standpoint, none of the seven items should be 
eliminated from the scale. 
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Table 4-5  
Item-Total Statistics of 7 CXENO scale items
 
The seven retained items of the CXENO scale in Table 4-5 had a Cronbach’s 
Alpha of .911. Seven items isn’t a particularly long scale but the chief reason for addi-
tional items is to increase the reliability of the scale. Table 4-5 illustrates that reliability 
scores increase to .912 if the “Foreign manufacturers generally offer better product 
value.” item is removed from the scale. Notice that it also has a Corrected Item-Total 
Correlation of .605, which is the lowest of the items. 
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Table 4-6 
 Item-Total Statistics of 6 CXENO scale items
 
Table 4-6 shows the CXENO scale with the remaining six items. Removing the 
“Compared to the U.S. there are many other countries I prefer to buy from.” would re-
sult in only a small decrease in reliability from .912 to .908. However, since we have 
already reduced the scale to six items, which is at the low end of the norm, we decided 
there was no utility in further reducing the size of the scale. Therefore, the items in Ta-
ble 4-7 are the final six of the Consumer Xenocentrism scale. The reliability of the 
CXENO scale is measured to be .912, which is greater than the minimum alpha level 
recommended of 0.7 (Nunnally and Bearden 1994; Cronbach, 1954). This also ex-
ceeds Clark and Watson’s (1995) more stringent recommendation that newly devel-
oped scales have a coefficient alpha level of at least .80. In subsequent studies for 
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testing the validity of the CCOS scale using a totally different online sample the coeffi-
cient alpha scores were found to be .959 (N=147). 
Table 4-7 
Final Consumer Xenocentrism (CXENO) items 
1. I prefer to buy foreign made products. 
2. All other things being equal, I prefer to buy foreign products. 
3. I find that I enjoy using foreign made products more so than products made 
in the U.S. 
4. I get a better feeling from buying a foreign made-made product than from 
buying one that is made in the U.S. 
5. Compared to the U.S. there are many other countries I prefer to buy from. 
6. I feel better about buying most foreign products than American-made prod-
ucts. 
Note: Items are measured using a five-point Likert-type response format with anchors 
ranging from 1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree. All items are worded in the 
positive direction. Higher scores on the scale are indicative of higher levels of con-
sumer xenocentrism. 
 
4.2.2.2  Inter-item correlation and Optimization of scale length of CCOS 
scale items 
The nine retained items of the CCOS scale in Table 4-8 had a Cronbach’s Alpha 
of .841. Table 4-8 illustrates that reliability scores increase to .844 if the “I often need to 
buy products made outside the U.S. in order to better suit my needs” item is removed 
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from the scale. This item also has a Corrected Item-Total Correlation of .391, which is 
the lowest of the items and below the threshold of .45. 
Table 4-8 
 Item-Total Statistics of 9 CCOS scale items
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Table 4-9 
Item-Total Statistics of 8 CCOS scale items
 
Given that the participants are given many scale items when conducting re-
search surveys, we wished to reduce the number of items if the reliability would allow 
us. The eight items version of the scale in Table 4-9 has a coefficient alpha of .844. 
Any removal of items will result in a decrease in reliability. We felt that by removing the 
“In order to be fashionable, I often need to purchase products from other countries.” 
item was an acceptable given the small reduction in alpha to .837. 
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Table 4-10 
Item-Total Statistics of 7 CCOS scale items 
 
We decided that the scale’s reliability could be be reduced slighly further to .828 
by removing the “I would consider wearing clothers that are different than my cultural 
norm.” item. We feel especially confortable with the brief  six item scale and think that 
marketing research professionals will appreciate the small size of the six item scale 
that can be seen in Table 4-12. The final coefficient alpha of the Consumer 
Cosmopolitanism scale is .828, which is still greater than the minimum alpha level rec-
ommended by Cronbach (1954). In subsequent studies for testing the validity of the 
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CCOS scale using totally different (online) samples the coefficient alpha scores were 
found to be .888 (N=147).  
 
Table 4-11 
Item-Total Statistics of 6 CCOS scale items
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Table 4-12 
 Final Consumer Cosmopolitanism (CCOS) items 
1. I satisfy my curiosity about other cultures by purchasing products from that 
culture. 
2. I like to buy products that not typically available in the U.S.. 
3. I enjoy getting a taste of other cultures by purchasing foreign products. 
4. When given the chance, I enjoy international media such as magazines, 
television, movies or books. 
5. I enjoy attending evens primarily intended for people from other cultures. 
6. I enjoy trying products that are popular in other countries. 
Note: Items are measured using a five-point Likert-type response format with 
anchors ranging from 1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree. All items are 
worded in the positive direction. Higher scores on the scale are indicative of 
higher levels of consumer cosmopolitanism. 
 
4.2.3 Item Mean and Variance 
It is desirable for the mean of each item to be as close to the middle of the range 
as is possible (Devellis, 2011). For our 5-point scale, the optimal mean for the individ-
ual responses would therefore be 3.  However, given the nature of the scale we would 
expect values to fall on the low side of the mean, especially for the consumer xenocen-
trism scale. We expected values to be lower than the midpoint for this item due to the 
presumed scarcity of individuals that would be highly xenocentric.  
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Devellis (2011) states that it is optimal for the range of scores for the items to be 
as large as possible. A larger range implies that there is greater variance among the 
respondents, which is also a desirable trait for the scale items.  A high level of variance 
indicates that the respondents have diverse opinions on the measurables which indi-
cates that differentiation among respondents is possible.. 
 
Table 4-13 
 Mean and Standard Deviation of CXENO scale items 
  
 The mean and the standard deviation for the seven XCENO items are shown in 
Table 4-13. The means of the items ranged from 2.35 to 2.73 for all but the “Foreign 
manufacturers generally offer better product value.” item (3.38) which was the item that 
was removed due to Item-to-Mean Correlations.  
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Table 4-14 
 Mean and Standard Deviation of CCOS scale items
 
The mean and the standard deviation for the seven CCOS items are shown in 
Table 4-14. It is not surprising that the means are higher for the CCOS items when 
compared to the CXENO scale items since we wouldn’t expect there to be as many 
subjects who are highly consumer xenocentric. 
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4.3 Scale Validation  
When creating a scale using the statistical techniques discussed herein there is 
the possibility that chance factors may be confused with reliable covariation among the 
items. The data used to help eliminate items cannot reliably be used to confirm the util-
ity of the model because it is just confirming the model using the same data from which 
the scale was created. This leaves the chance that the scale is only applicable to the 
participants in the original data-sample.  According to Devellis (2011 pg 158) “replicat-
ing a factor analytic solution on a separate sample may be the best means of demon-
strating its generalizabilty.”  When confirming the model using a different data set, the 
possibility of chance contributions are eliminated because the replication dataset did 
not influence the selection of the scale-items. We, therefore, collected new data from 
sample pools that differed from the original sample.  
Given our need to compare the new scales to the other similar scales in the lit-
erature over 100 different items needed to be included in the validation study. We, 
therefore, decided to break the survey into two parts to help ensure that participants 
were giving the survey their full attention for the entire duration. The added benefit of 
conducting two additional studies was that it allowed us to assess the reliability of the 
new scales using a totally different sample.  
 
4.3.1 Sample Description for Scale Validation Studies 
4.3.1.1 Sample for Validation Study 1 
The first validation study sample (Appendix F) was similar to that of the original 
study and consisted of 196 students from a school of business. Participants were of-
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fered bonus points from their instructors for completing the survey (See Appendix E).  
The number of participants that met the attention check and U.S. citizen criteria totaled 
164. Of these 47.6% were male and the average age was 28.0 (s.d. = 8.1). The first 
validation study included the following sets of items in addition to the six item CCOS 
and CXENO scales: CETSCALE (Shimp and Sharma, 1987), C-COSMO (Riefler et al. 
2012), Social Desirability Scale (Strahan and Gerbasi, 1972). 
 
4.3.1.2 Sample for Validation Study 2 
The second validation study (Appendix G) was conducted using the online sur-
vey service, Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk). For this dataset, participants were paid 
a small fee for participating in the research project. There is research (Hair, Bush, & 
Ortinau, 2000) to suggest that online surveys are more suitable than samples of con-
venience due to the large number of possible respondents.  The online participants 
were prescreened to be U.S. citizens and only one of the 148 respondents failed the 
attention check. We were therefore left with 147 participants.  As is noted, the online 
survey required the removal of much fewer respondents. The author speculates that 
this may be the result of a number of factors including reduced responder fatigue asso-
ciated with the online format as well as a difference in the degree of willingness to take 
the survey. For the online survey through MTurk the respondents are voluntary going 
to the website to earn a little bit of extra money. Perhaps these respondents see it as a 
moral obligation to complete the job correctly. The student respondents are not being 
paid and are instead given extra credit. Perhaps these respondents do not feel the 
same moral obligation to complete the survey thoroughly. It should also be noted that 
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though, for this survey, all online respondents were paid regardless of the quality of 
data, other survey administrators on the MTurk site only pay respondents who accu-
rately complete the information. We might therefore suspect that respondents on the 
MTurk site are accustomed to completing surveys with some degree of care. With re-
gards to student data, it is well known that points are awarded to respondents regard-
less of the attentiveness with which the survey is performed. 
 The average age of the online sample was 37.7 (s.d. = 12.4) and 48.3% of the 
respondents were male. The second validation study included the following sets of 
items in addition to the six item CCOS and CXENO scales: Attitude towards Global 
Products (Steenkamp and De Jong, 2010) and the Modified Xenophile Scale (Perlmut-
ter, 1954). 
 
4.3.2 Confirmatory Factor Analysis  
Structural equation modeling (SEM) based Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 
was used to perform a check for model fit and unidimensionality. CFA can also be used 
as a tool to detect items that are either hindering or barely contributing to the overall 
scale. Modification indices can be used to detect the items that are diminishing the 
overall quality of the model (Jöreskog et al. 1996).  The modification indices give the 
researcher an idea of how best to improve the fit indices by removing or correlating 
certain items. Since we had done a thorough job of removing items using other means, 
there were no items that posed problems. The modification indices did recommend that 
a few of the error terms associated with the items be correlated to improve the model 
fit. This is not surprising since all of the items were measured using the same survey 
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technique. We would therefore expect that there would be overlaps in the measure-
ment errors of the scale items. For the sake of model simplicity, we decided that it was 
best to not correlate any of the error terms in our model. A large part of this decision 
was because we had no theoretical reason for correlating some error terms and not 
others.  
Ideally, the individual scales should be unidimensional, as this indicates that the 
items contained in the particular scale are of one single factor or dimension (Nete-
meyer, Bearden, and Sharma 2003; Kline, 2005). We would expect that CFA fit indices 
done using the replication dataset would be compliant to the majority of the model-fit 
standards recommended in the literature. (Hu and Bentler 1999; Byrne 1998;Kline 
2005; Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson and Tatham, 2006)  The single factor structures 
should have: a Normed Fit Index (NFI) exceeding .90; a Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) 
exceeding .90; a Comparative Fit Index (CFI) exceeding .93; and a Root Mean Square 
Error of Approximation (RMSEA) of less than .08. It is also recommended that the rela-
tive chi-square (CMIN/DF is the notation in AMOS 18.0) be less than 3, though less 
than 2 is superior. It is desirable for the Chi-square statistic to not be significant though 
this is typically not achieved with greater sample sizes, so little emphasis is placed on a 
significant chi-square. (Jöreskog et al.,1996; Bagozzi and Yi, 1988). 
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Figure 4-3 
 CFA of CXENO scale items
  
A CFA of the model in Figure 4-3 was conducted using Amos 18, to examine 
and confirm the factor structure of the CXENO scale items. The full results of the 
goodness of fit indices for the CFA conducted as part of validation study 1 (N=168) are 
presented in Appendix H. The Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) of this model is 0.971, the 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) is 0.992, Normative Fit Index (NFI) is 0.983, and the 
RMSEA is 0.068 which indicated that the proposed model fit the empirical data well. 
Though the Chi-square (df=9) of 17 is significant (p=.046) the relative measure 
(CMIN/DF) is 1.912 indicating a good model fit. The model was duplicated in the sec-
ond validation study and the goodness of fit indices were slightly better (see Appendix 
I) for all measures when compared to the first validation study. 
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Figure 4-4 
 CFA of CCOS scale items
 
A CFA of the CCOS scale model (Figure 4-4) was conducted to examine and 
confirm the factor structure of the CCOS scale items. Results of the goodness of fit in-
dices for the CFA conducted as part of validation study 1 (N=168) are presented in Ap-
pendix J. The Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) of this model is 0.967, the Comparative Fit 
Index (CFI) is 0.973, Normative Fit Index (NFI) is 0.953, and the RMSEA is 0.080, 
which indicated that the proposed model fit the empirical data well. Though the Chi-
square (df=9) of 20.2 is significant (p=.017) the relative measure (CMIN/DF) is 2.244 
indicating a good model fit. The model was duplicated in the second validation study 
and the goodness of fit indices were slightly better (see Appendix K) for all measures 
when compared to the first validation study. 
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4.3.2 Social Desirabil i ty Bias  
In conjunction with the replication analysis we tested the convergent, discrimi-
nant and nomological validity of the newly-created scales. We also tested for  social 
desirability biases in the first validation study. This is the tendency of participants to re-
spond in a way that they feel is socially desirable. The separate Strahan and Gerbasi 
(1972) and Crowne (1960) scales of social desirability have been used in the literature. 
The prior scale offers a reliable ten-item alternative to the latter 33 item scale. We 
chose the Strahan and Gerbasi scale for the sake of brevity as we would like to incor-
porate additional validation scales in this study. 
Table 4-15a 
 CCOS and CXENO Correlations with Social Desirability Scale
 
Table 4-15a shows the correlations between the two new scales and Strahan 
and Gerbasi’s (1972) scale for Social desirability. The Pearson Correlation between 
CXENO and Social Desirability is .018 (p<.01) and the correlation between CCOS and 
Social Desirability is 0.045 (p<.01). We can therefore determine that Social Desirability 
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bias does not pose a problem for either scale. Looking closer at the relationship be-
tween the social desirable measure and the individual scale items (Table 4-15b and 
Table 4-15c) we can see that the correlations are not just insignificant but almost negli-
gible.  
Table 4-15b 
Correlation between the Social Desirability Measure and the Individual CXENO items 
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Table 4-15c 
Correlation between the Social Desirability Measure and the Individual CCOS items 
 
4.3.4 Discriminant and Convergent Validity  
Discriminant validity is demonstrated when two scales which are thought to 
measure different constructs do not correlate too highly (Churchill and Iacobucci, 
2002). Convergent validity is the degree to which two measures aiming to measure the 
same construct are highly correlated. (Devellis, 2011)  
The most common method of identifying convergent and discriminant validity is 
through the methods described by Cambell and Fiske (1959) with the use of Multi-Trait 
Multi-Method Matrices (MTMM). However, since the purpose of this dissertation was to 
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create scales due to the lack of available measurement options we felt it was not pos-
sible to find multiple reliable ways of measuring the CXENO and CCOS constructs. 
Fortunately, there are several viable alternatives to MTMM for establishing discriminant 
and convergent validity (Gerbing and Anderson, 1988). 
 To check the convergent validity of the CCOS scale we can compare it to 
Riefler et al.’s (2012) C-COSMO scale. For the CXENO scale we will need to use 
Perlmutter’s (1954) Xenophile scale.  
Discriminant validity will need to be assessed between the two new scales 
(CCOS and CXENO). The CETSCALE will also need to be checked for discriminant 
validity against each of the two new scales. We will use the ten-item version of the 
CETSCALE for the sake of this exercise.  The reason that the consumer affinity and 
consumer animosity scales can be omitted from the checks for discriminant validity is 
that both of these constructs are specific to a single country. Our new constructs are 
non-country-specific. Gerbing and Anderson’s (1988) recommended CFA procedures 
were used to investigate discriminant validity. A chi-square difference test (Bollen, K. 
A., 1989; Kline, R. B. 1998; Segars, T., 1997) of the two models was used to determine 
the discriminant validity between the constructs of interest. Gerbing and Anderson de-
scribe the procedure below: 
Convergent validity can be assessed from the measurement model by 
determining whether each indicator's estimated pattern coefficient on its 
posited underlying construct factor is significant (greater than twice its 
standard error). Discriminant validity can be assessed for two estimated 
constructs by constraining the estimated correlation parameter (0S) be-
tween them to 1.0 and then performing a chi-square difference test on the 
values obtained for the constrained and unconstrained models (Joreskog, 
1971). "A significantly lower x2 value for the model in which the trait cor-
relations are not constrained to unity would indicate that the traits are not 
perfectly correlated and that discriminant validity is achieved" (Bagozzi & 
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Phillips, 1982, p. 476). Although this is a necessary condition for demon-
strating discriminant validity, the practical significance of this difference 
will depend on the research setting. This test should be performed for 
one pair of factors at a time, rather than as a simultaneous test of all pairs 
of interest. 2 The reason for this is that a nonsignificant value for one pair 
of factors can be obfuscated by being tested with several pairs that have 
significant values. A complementary assessment of discriminant validity 
is to determine whether the confidence interval (±two standard errors) 
around the correlation estimate between the two factors includes 1.0. 
(Gerbing and Anderson, 1988 p 415) 
 
To conduct the Chi-square difference test between two variables we con-
trast two models using the AMOS 18.0 SEM software. The first model for com-
parison will force the correlation between the two variables to be set to 1.0. The 
second model will set the correlation between the two variables to be free. We 
will then compare the Chi-squares of the two different models. No significant dif-
ference between the two models would indicate that the variables may be per-
fectly correlated or measuring the same construct. A significant difference be-
tween the two models would indicate that they are measuring two distinct con-
structs, which is the requisite for discriminant validity. 
 
4.3.4.1 Discriminant and Convergent Validity of CCOS and CXENO  
The model (Figure 4-5) that constrains the correlation between the CCOS and 
CXENO latent variables had a Chi2 of 333.3 (df=56).  The unconstrained model (Figure 
4-6) had a Chi2 of 110.2 (df=55). The Chi2 difference between the two models of 223.1 
(df=1) is significant (p<.05). This indicates that the two constructs in question are not 
perfectly correlated and are therefore distinct entities. This is indicative of the discrimi-
nant validity of the two constructs. Evidence of the convergent and discriminant validity 
of the two constructs can also be seen in Table 4-16.  Convergent validity of the two 
	  	   	  	  
73	  
scales is evidenced by the large (0.549) and significant (p=.000) correlation between 
the CCOS and CXENO scales. The 95% confidence interval of the correlation between 
CXENO and CCOS ranges from .429 and .657 and does not overlap with 1.0. This in-
dicates that, though the constructs are highly correlated, they cannot be perfectly cor-
related, giving further evidence of discriminant validity. 
Figure 4-5 
 
Model of  CCOS and CXENO constructs with correlation set to 1.0. 
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Figure 4-6 
 
Model of CCOS and CXENO constructs with correlation set free. 
  
  
 
  
 
	  	   	  	  
75	  
4.3.4.2 Discriminant Validity of CCOS and CCosmo  
The model (Figure 4-7) that constrains the correlation between the CCOS and 
CCosmo (Riefler et al., 2012) latent variables had a Chi2 of 389.4 (df=133).  The un-
constrained model (Appendix L) had a Chi2 of 338.6 (df=132). The Chi2 difference be-
tween the two models of 50.8 (df=1) is significant (p<.05). This indicates that the two 
constructs in question are not perfectly correlated, and are therefore, distinct variables. 
This is indicative of the discriminant validity of the two constructs.  
Figure 4-7 
 
Model of  CCOS and CCosmo constructs with correlation set to 1.0. 
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Evidence of the convergent and discriminant validity of the two constructs can 
also be seen in Table 4-16.  Convergent validity of the two scales is evidenced by the 
large (0.631) and significant (p=.000) correlation between the CCOS and CCosmo 
scales. The 95% confidence interval of the correlation between CCosmo and CCOS 
ranges from .514 and .717 and does not overlap with 1.0. This indicates that, though 
the constructs are highly correlated, they cannot be perfectly correlated and therefore 
discriminant constructs. Given that both constructs were aiming to measure the same 
construct it is not surprising that these two scales are the most highly correlated of all 
the measures in the study. 
 
4.3.4.3 Discriminant Validity of XENO and CXENO  
4.3.4.3.1 Modifications to Perlmutter’s original Xenophile scale 
We felt that the Xenophile scale (Perlmutter, 1954) was too outdated to be used 
in its existing form. There were several questions that referred to “Orientals” which is 
not the common vernacular and is not considered politically correct in many circles. We 
therefore felt it appropriate to make some modifications to the XENO scale.  The first 
step was to make the changes that we felt appropriate. The goal was to change the 
meaning of the items as little as possible while attempting to modernize and clarify 
some of the more vague items. The original and altered items can be seen in Appendix 
A.  After making modifications to the five appropriate items a panel of 4 experts (3 Mar-
keting Ph.D.s and 1 Doctoral Candidate) were asked to assess the altered items, for 
clarity and consistency with the original meaning, using an online survey (see appendix 
F).  The unaltered items were assessed for clarity and whether or not the experts 
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agreed with our decision to not alter these items. The panel of experts was also given 
room to make comments regarding any of the items. After reading the comments and 
tabulating the feedback of the modified scale, we arrived at the final modified scale 
which can seen in appendix A. The Cronbach’s Alpha of the modified XENO scale was 
measured to be .856 (N=147) which is well above the recommended cut-off level.  
 
Figure 4-8 
 
Model of  CXENO and XENO constructs with correlation set to 1.0. 
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Once we had established the scales items, we were able to test for discriminant 
validity between the XENO and CXENO constructs using the same methods that were 
used for the other related constructs.    The model (Figure 4-8) that constrains the cor-
relation between the XENO and CXENO latent variables had a Chi2 of 543.0 (df=106).  
The unconstrained model (Figure 4-9) had a Chi2 of 223.9 (df=105). The Chi2 differ-
ence between the two models of 319.1 (df=1) is significant at the .05 level. This indi-
cates that the two constructs in question are not perfectly correlated and are therefore 
distinct variables. This is indicative of the discriminant validity between the two con-
structs. Further evidence of the discriminant validity of the two constructs can be seen 
in Table 4-17. The Convergent validity of the two scales is evidenced by the large 
(0.443) and significant (p=.000) correlation between the XENO and CXENO scales.  
The 95% confidence interval of the correlation between XENO and CXENO ranges 
from .300 and .568 and does not overlap with 1.0. This indicates that, though the con-
structs are highly correlated, they cannot be perfectly correlated and are distinct con-
structs. 
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Figure 4-9 
 
 Model of  CXENO and XENO constructs with correlation set free 
 
 
 
4.3.4.4 Discriminant Validity of CCOS and CETSCALE  
For this study, we used the 10 item version of Shimp and Sharma’s (1987) CET-
SCALE. For reasons of brevity this is the most commonly used version of the scale. 
(Balabanis et al., 2001; Klein, 2002; Neese & Hult, 2002; Netemeyer et al., 1991) 
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1991) There was some concern that the CCOS and CETSCALE scales might be too 
negatively correlated to show discriminant validity.  The model (Figure 4-10) that con-
strains the correlation between the CCOS and CETSCALE latent variables had a Chi2 
of 658.79 (df=106).  The unconstrained model (Appendix M) had a Chi2 of 290.2 
(df=105). The Chi2 difference between the two models of 368.g (df=1) is significant at 
the .05 level. This indicates that the two constructs in question are not perfectly corre-
lated and are therefore distinct variables. This is indicative of the discriminant validity of 
the two constructs. Further evidence of the discriminant validity of the two constructs 
can be seen in Table 4-16. Convergent validity of the two scales is evidenced by the 
moderate( -0.177) and significant (p=.023) correlation between the CCOS scale and 
the CETSCALE. The 95% confidence interval of the correlation between CCOS and 
CETSCALE ranges from -.333 and -.003 and does not overlap with -1.0. This indicates 
that, though the constructs are highly correlated, they cannot be perfectly correlated.  
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Figure 4-10 
 
 Model of CCOS and CETSCALE constructs with correlation set to 1.0. 
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4.3.4.5 Discriminant Validity of CXENO and CETSCALE  
As you may recall, CXENO measures a consumers’ dislike for American prod-
ucts while CETSCALE measures consumers dislike for foreign products. There was, 
therefore, some concern that the CXENO and CETSCALE scales might be too nega-
tively correlated to show discriminant validity.  The model (Figure 4-11) that constrains 
the correlation between the CXENO and CETSCALE latent variables had a Chi2 of 
1236.21 (df=106).  The unconstrained model (Appendix N) had a Chi2 of 354.0 
(df=105). The Chi2 difference between the two models of 882.21 (df=1) is significant at 
the .05 level.  This indicates that the two constructs in question are not perfectly corre-
lated and are therefore distinct constructs. This is indicative of the discriminant validity 
of the two constructs.  
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Figure 4-11 
 
 Model of CXENO and CETSCALE constructs with correlation set free.  
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Further evidence of the discriminant validity of the CXENO and CETSCALE 
constructs can be seen in Table 4-16. Convergent validity of the two scales is evi-
denced by the relatively large (-0.274) and significant (p=.000) correlation between the 
CXENO scale and the CETSCALE.  The 95% confidence interval of the correlation be-
tween CXENO and CETSCALE ranges from -.421 and -.111 and does not overlap with 
-1.0. This indicates that, though the constructs are highly correlated, they cannot be 
perfectly, correlated and are therefore, distinct constructs. 
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Table 4-16 
 
Correlations between CXENO, CCOS, CETSCALE and CCosmo with 95% Confidence 
Intervals. 
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Table 4-17  
 
Correlations between CXENO, and XENO with 95% Confidence Intervals. 
  
 
4.3.5 Nomological Validity 
We tested for predictive / nomological validity of the new scales by testing the 
assumption that consumers high in the CXENO and the CCOS constructs will feel 
more favorable towards foreign/global products. Steenkamp and DeJong’s (2010) atti-
tude towards global products (AGP) scale was the most appropriate measure to be 
used to assess this variable. The AGP scale (Appendix A) is somewhat different than 
most scales of its type as it asks the respondent to choose which of the four state-
ments is most applicable to their beliefs and consumption habits. This is in contrast to 
the ubiquitous Likert-scale questions that respondents are accustomed to.  
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A theoretical model of the relationship between the AGP, CCOS and CXENO 
has been created in Figure 4-12, which also shows the hypothesized relationships be-
tween the 3 latent variables.  
H1: There will be a positive and significant relationship between CCOS and 
CXENO. 
H2: CCOS negatively affects AGP scores (indicating affinity for global products). 
H3: CXENO negatively affects AGP scores (indicating affinity for global prod-
ucts). 
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Figure 4-12 
Hypothesized Model of AGP, CCOS and CXENO relationships 
 
Note: Low AGP scores are indicative of an affinity for global products.  
 To assess the predictive / nomological validity of our newly created scales we 
first calculated the correlation between CXENO and CCOS and AGP. 
 Table 4-18 shows that there is a significant (p=.000) correlation between 
CXENO and AGP (-.376) as well as between CCOS and AGP (-.467). The negative 
correlation is due to the nature of the AGP scale. Lower scores on the AGP scale are 
representative of a greater affinity for global products. There was no correlation be-
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tween the “How many of your parents were born in the U.S.” item and any of the scales 
tested. We had expected there to be such a relationship assuming that respondents 
with recent ties to other countries would have more favorable attitudes to foreign prod-
ucts. This was not the case. 
 
Table 4-18  
 
Correlations of CXENO, CCOS, AGP and U.S. born parents. 
 
 
 
To further demonstrate the predictive validity of the CXENO and CCOS scales, 
linear regression was performed using the two new scales as independent variables 
and AGP as the dependent variable. The results of the regression were encouraging 
as, overall, these independent variables are linearly related to AGP (R-square=.242, 
F=22.95, p=.000). As is shown in Table 4-19, the standardized Beta weights of both 
scales were significant. The CCOS scale had a Beta weight of  -0.372 (p<.05) and the 
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CXENO scale had a Beta weight of -0.180 (p<.05). From this, we can see that the 
CCOS construct has over two times as much predictive ability on AGP as the CXENO 
construct. From the results of the linear regression, it is appropriate to interpret that 
both CXENO and CCOS are useful in understanding Attitude towards Global Products. 
 
Table 4-19 
 
Linear Regression of CCOS and CXENO predicting AGP
 
 
Without overtly trying to do so, we have already largely established the no-
mological validity of the CXENO and CCOS scales through the use of previously men-
tioned correlation coefficients.  Nomological validity can be characterized as the “the 
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extent to which a measure is related to measures of other concepts in a manner con-
sistent with theoretical expectations” (Diamantopoulos and Schlegelmilch 2002, p. 35). 
Nomological validity can also be characterized as the degree to which a construct per-
forms as it should within a system of related constructs within its domain called a No-
mological net (Guttman 1970; Bagozzi  1980; Diamantopoulos and Schlegelmilch 
2002,).  In the case of the CCOS and CXENO constructs, the nomological net consists 
of the closely related constructs already discussed herein. These include: Xenocen-
trism (XENO) (Perlmutter, 1954); Consumer Ethnocentrism (CETSCALE) (Shimp and 
Sharma, 1987), and Consumer Cosmopolitanism (CCosmo) (Riefler et al. 2012). The 
correlation coefficients for each of these respective pairs of scales is already shown in 
Tables 4-16 and 4-17. For each of these related scales, the CCOS and CXENO scales 
have strong and significant (p=.000) relationships indicating a valid nomological net. 
This is to say that we would expect respondents who are measured to be highly xeno-
centric (XENO) to also show tendencies for being xenocentric with regards to the con-
sumption of goods (CXENO). We would expect respondents who show high character-
istics of consumer ethnocentrism to not show low characteristics of consumer cos-
mopolitanism and consumer ethnocentrism. We would also expect that there would be 
very strong correlations between one method of measuring consumer cosmopolitanism 
(Riefler and Diamantopolous 2012) and our new method of measuring the same con-
struct. In each of these cases, this was shown to be true.  
A scale is thought to have shown nomological validity when it demonstrates 
clear predictive effects or antecedent causes associated with the measurement item 
(Diamantopoulos and Schlegelmilch 2002).  A common method for testing the related-
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ness of two variables is a bivariate correlation (Field 2005).  This study has already in-
vestigated the relationship between many of the constructs of interest. In addition to 
the correlations between the many antecedents to attitude towards global products we 
also expect that respondents high in the CCOS and CXENO constructs would show 
lower levels on the AGP scale.  Together, these findings would strengthen our resolve 
in the nomological validity of the newly created scales.  
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Figure 4-13 
 Full SEM model of CCOS, CXENO and SEM with Standardized regression 
weights.    
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The hypothesized model (Figure 4-12) was tested using structural equation 
modeling (AMOS 18.0). Figure 4-13 provides the overall fit of the structural model as 
well as graphical representation of the direction, and strength and of each of the paths.  
The standardized regression weights are shown in both the full structural equation 
model (figure 4-13) as well as in Table 4-20.  The model’s regression weights are an 
indication of how much influence the predictor variable has. The -.47 between CCOS 
and AGP indicates that for each standard deviation increase in CCOS there is a 0.47 
standard deviation reduction in the AGP construct. The strength of all of the items in 
the new scales should also be noted. The weakest standardized regression weight on 
either of the newly constructed scales is .618. As a reference, this would have been the 
second strongest item in the AGP scale. 
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Table 4-20  
Standardized Regression Weights of CCOS, CXENO and AGP Model
   
The significance level of all of the paths were p <.01 with the exception of the 
CXENO  AGP which was not significant. As the results indicate, the structural model 
provided a good fit to the data (Chi-square (df = 132) = 166.70, p= .022, Chi-square/df 
= 1.26, CFI = .98, NFI = .91, RMSEA = .042 and RMR = .087 (see Appendix O for all fit 
indices for this model). All but one (CXENO  AGP) of the regression weights from 
Table 4-20 were significant at the P<.01 level indicating that Hypotheses 1 and 2 are 
supported but Hypothesis 3 is not supported on it’s own but is supported as a portion of 
the overall model. 
In summary, the nomological validity of both scales is strongly supported and 
	  	   	  	  
96	  
both the CXENO and CCOS scales fit well within the nomological net. This can be 
seen by the strong and significant correlations between the related constructs. The 
predictive ability of the scales has been evidenced by the linear regression using 
CXENO and CCOS as the independent variables and the Attitude towards Global 
Products (AGP) scale as the dependent variable.  We showed that the two IVs were 
strong and significant predictors of the DV. Finally, we performed a full structural equa-
tion model of the constructs using CXENO and CCOS as predictors of AGP (Figure 4-
13). This model showed strong goodness of fit statistics, indicating that CXENO and 
CCOS are good predictors of AGP. The full SEM also indicated that the scale items 
constructed were good items as indicated by the regression weights of the individual 
items on the latent variables. 
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Chapter 5 
Conclusions 
 
The main purspose of this chapter is to discuss and summarize the the findings 
of the results reported in Chapter 4. This chapter is divided into three different sections: 
1) Discussion of Results, 2) Contributions of the Research, 3) Limitations and Future 
Research. 
5.1 Discussion of Results 
This section summarizes the findings of this scale development project includ-
ing: 1) Construct Definitions, 2) Item Generation and Expert Screening. 3) Scale De-
velopment Study and 4) Scale Validation Studies. 
5.1.1 Construct Definit ions 
A thorough review of the literature resulted in clear definitions for the CXENO 
and CCOS constructs. 
Consumer Xenocentrism: An individual’s preference for the products or services 
of a society other than his own.  A propensity to rate and scale all products and serv-
ices in reference to this foreign society and not his own. 
Consumer Cosmopolitanism: A consumer’s openness to new ideas and a ten-
dency to address functional needs with the kind of products or services that best de-
liver the desired function, regardless of tradition or social influence. 
5.1.2 Item Generation and Expert Screening 
The initial pool of prospective scale items for the consumer xenocentrism and 
consumer cosmopolitanism scales were developed by the author based on a thorough 
review of the literature and with the use of an open-ended pretest (Appendix B). After 
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screening for redundancies, the result was a pool of items that consisted of 27 items 
for the CXENO scale and 24 items for the CCOS pool. 
 A panel of six experts was used to assess the items for face validity and content 
validity as well as the clarity of the items (Appendix C). The experts were given the op-
portunity to make open-ended suggestions for improvements and additions to the item 
pool. After eliminating poor items and adding items based on the suggestion of the ex-
perts, we had 20 and 18 items for the CXENO and CCOS scales, respectively.  
5.1.3 Scale Development and Purif ication Study 
The scale development study was used to begin the scale purification process 
after looking at the factor structure of the two constructs.  Principal component analysis 
(PCA) of the prospective scale items yielded from the expert screening was conducted 
for both the CXENO and CCOS constructs. The PCA indicated that both scales were 
unidimensional in nature and the results of the PCA were used to help detect and 
eliminate unsuitable items from the pool. The items were also screened on this study 
using Item-Total Correlation statistics and Cronbach’s Alpha using an iterative process. 
The end result of the development study was a pair of succinct 6-item scales that ex-
hibited strong reliability statistics. The six-item CXENO scale (Table 4-7) has a Cron-
bach’s Alpha of .912. The six-item CCOS scale (Table 4-12) has a Cronbach’s Alpha of 
.828. 
5.1.4 Scale Validation Studies 
The scale validation was broken into two different studies to accommodate the 
large number of items required to fully validate the two scales.  Confirmatory factor 
analyses (CFA) of both the CXENO (figure 4-3) and CCOS (figure 4-4) scales were 
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conducted to confirm the factor structure of the two scales. The results of the CFAs 
confirmed the factor structure for both scales with the goodness of fit indices falling well 
within the acceptable ranges dictated by the scale development literature. Neither the 
CXENO nor the CCOS scales showed significant correlations (Table 4-15) with the So-
cial Desirability Scale, indicating that social desirability bias was not an issue. Discrimi-
nant and convergent validity between the two new scales as well as the closely related 
Xenocentrism, Consumer Ethnocentrism and three-dimensional consumer cosmopol-
itanism scales was assessed using two techniques. We used a Chi-square difference 
test, comparing a structural model that perfectly correlated the scales of interest to a 
model that let the correlations be set free. We also looked at the 95% confidence inter-
vals of the correlation coefficients between the scales of interest. In all circumstances 
using either test the discriminant validity was substantiated. The convergent validity 
was evidenced by the significant correlations between the constructs that the no-
mological net would dictate.  These correlations were also indicative of the nomological 
validity of the scales. Their nomological validity was further proven by conducting a full 
structural equation model (Figure 4-13) of the CXENO and CCOS scales along with the 
Attitude towards Global Products (AGP) scale. The end result of this scale develop-
ment study is a pair of succinct 6 item scales that exhibited strong reliability statistics.  
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5.2 Contributions of the Research 
This research makes important contributions to marketing theory. The first con-
tribution is the derivation of a definition for the term consumer xenocentrism. In this 
dissertation, we define consumer xenocentrism as an individual’s preference for the 
products or services of a society other than his own. A propensity to rate and scale all 
products and services in reference to this foreign society and not his own. The pres-
ence of such a construct has been alluded to in the literature (Oberecker, Riefler, and 
Diamantopoulos 2008), but little theoretical conceptualization of the construct has oc-
curred. The little that has been conducted (Kent and Burnight 1951; Perlmutter 1954) 
has become somewhat antiquated.    
The more obvious contributions of this dissertation are the two scales that were 
created and validated. Most important is the creation of the consumer xenocentrism 
(CXENO) scale (see Table 4-7) Prior to this research project, marketers had no scale 
with which to measure this important construct. We have provided researchers with a 
scale that has the advantage of being succinct (6 item) while also displaying strong 
psychometric properties. 
The second scale that was created is a unidimensional consumer cosmopolitan-
ism (CCOS) scale. Though a consumer cosmopolitanism scale does exist in the litera-
ture (Riefler et al. 2012) we feel that a unidimensional scale is more appropriate and 
user-friendly than the 3 dimensional scale that exits. Our CCOS scale also has the ad-
vantage of being succinct (6 items) and reliable (alpha=.828), making it easier for re-
searchers to fit into their research questionnaires. One of the problems we have en-
countered in conducting the research to create these scales was the inability to fit all of 
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the desired related scales onto a single instrument. We were, therefore, forced to break 
the validation of the scales into two different instruments to accommodate the large 
number of items.  
We have also begun to understand how the consumer xenocentrism and con-
sumer cosmopolitanism constructs influence consumers’ attitudes towards global 
products by investigating the relationship between CXENO, CCOS and AGP using a 
structural equation model. We find that a consumer’s level of CXENO and CCOS do 
have a meaningful influence on their attitudes toward global products.  
From a managerial perspective, this relationship between CXENO, CCOS and 
AGP might provide guidance for the branding of both local and global products among 
populations with known levels of CCOS and CXENO. We have already seen advertis-
ing campaigns directed to consumers who show either xenocentric or cosmopolitan 
tendencies. The two new scales might be useful in more accurately segmenting popu-
lations according to these two constructs for purposes of targeting. 
 
5.3 Limitations and Future Research 
Although this dissertation further conceptualizes and creates scales for con-
sumer cosmopolitanism and consumer xenocentrism, there are limitations to the re-
search herein. We therefore take this opportunity to point out some limitations and 
make recommendations for furthering this specific area of investigation.   
The student samples used for the scale development process may have posed 
a limitation for this research.  Aside from the normal limitations associated with a stu-
dent sample, the geographical location of the university from which the sample was 
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drawn may have also limited the generalizability of the results. The university is located 
in a “Rust Belt” city with a population that has disproportionate ties to U.S. manufactur-
ing jobs. We might therefore suspect that the local population shows greater signs of 
consumer ethnocentrism, given the somewhat recent increase in the number of U.S. 
manufacturing jobs being moved to foreign countries.  
 The online sample for the second validation study was taken from a nationwide 
sample and showed no significant differences from the first two student samples pro-
viding some evidence of further generalizability. It would, however, be careless to not 
point out some of the possible limitations associated with the use of a paid online sur-
vey of convenience. The respondents for the online survey came from a pool of re-
spondents, presumably, looking to make a little extra money. One of the nice things 
about the Amazon Mechanical Turk service is that it allows the administrator to see 
how much you are paying the respondents on an hourly basis.  The average hourly pay 
for the 145 respondents who took the second validation study was about six dollars. 
We might, therefore, characterize the online sample as U.S. residents with at least de-
cent computer / internet skills (given the nature of the test) who are willing to spend 
their free time doing surveys to make 6 dollars an hour. Given the clear limitations of 
the research sample, we recommend further validation studies using different samples 
that are more representative of the overall population of the U.S..  
 
Another limitation to this research is that it is, by design, applicable only to the 
U.S. population. We think that it would be useful to make country specific changes to 
the scale items to determine how appropriate the scales are using samples from differ-
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ent countries. 
  
The study is further limited by the singular method of administration for each of 
the scales. For both the CXENO and CCOS scales, the only measurement method is 
the use of a self-report survey.  The convergent and discriminant validity of the scales 
could have been further assessed and verified had we employed an alternate method 
for measuring the two constructs. We therefore recommend the construction of another 
method of measuring the two constructs using methods other than self-report surveys.  
The scale development study is also limited by the related constructs included in 
this research. The nomological net portrayed in this study is by no means complete 
and further constructs should be included to further confirm the nomological validity of 
the consumer cosmopolitanism and consumer xenocentrism scales.  We used the AGP 
scale to assess the predictive validity of this scale. Perhaps future research could in-
clude measures that not only measure consumers’ attitudes towards global products, 
but to also measure their willingness to buy global products in varying situations.  The 
number of possible moderator and mediator variables that could be introduced into 
such a model is astounding. Some interesting variables to introduce in future models 
include price of the product, perceived quality of the product, familiarity with the product 
brand, complexity of the purchase decision-making process and the involvement of the 
consumer to name but a few interactional variables.  
  
	  	   	  	  
104	  
APPENDIX A RELATED SCALES 
 
A.1 Consumer Cosmopolitanism -CYMYC Scale (Cannon et al. 1994) 
 
1. I don't like experimenting with things I don't enjoy. (R) 
2. I get uncomfortable when people suggest that there is a “right” way to do something. 
3. I like to surround myself with things that are familiar to me. (R) 
4. When I make important decisions, I rely a lot on the opinions of my friends. (R) 
5. I tend to appreciate many different kinds of music. 
6. You can usually solve a lot of problems by simply doing what you are supposed to 
do. (R) 
7. I pay a lot of attention to local news. (R) 
8. I tend to evaluate people by what they do, not who they are or what position they 
hold. 
9. Foreigners often leave me uncomfortable. (R) 
10. I tend to be very loyal to my friends. (R) 
11. I wish I could speak at least one foreign language. 
12. I appreciate the importance of following tradition. (R) 
13. I enjoy getting news from all over the world. 
14. I tend to get intensively involved with the people around me. (R) 
15. I like to have contact with people from different cultures. 
16. I often feel like an “outsider” in my community. 
17. I am most comfortable when I am talking to my close friends. (R) 
18. World issues concern me more than the issues of any one country. 
19. I enjoy experimenting with many different kinds of foods. 
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20. I feel very close to the people in my community. (R) 
21. I like immersing myself in different cultural environments. 
22. When I make an important decision, I look for information from as many different 
sources as possible. 
23. I avoid settings where people don't share my values. (R) 
24. I can usually make a good decision if I have the proper information. 
R= Reverse-coded item. 
 
A.2 17-ITEM CETSCALE (Shimp and Sharma, 1987) 
1. American people should always buy American- made products instead of imports.  
2. Only those products that are unavailable in the 
U.S. should be imported. 
3. Buy American-made products. Keep America working. 
4. American products, first, last, and foremost.  
5. Purchasing foreign-made products is un-American. 
6. It is not right to purchase foreign products, because it puts Americans out of jobs.  
7. A real American should always buy American- made products.  
8. We should purchase products manufactured in America instead of letting other 
countries get rich off us.  
9. It is always best to purchase American products. 
10. There should be very little trading or purchasing of goods from other countries un-
less out of necessity.  
11. Americans shouldn’t buy foreign products, because this hurts American business 
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and causes unemployment.  
12. Curbs should be put on all imports.  
13. It may cost me in the long-run but I prefer to support American products.  
14. Foreigners shouldn’t be allowed to put their products on our markets. . 
 15. Foreign products should be taxed heavily to reduce their entry into the U.S.  
16. We should buy from foreign countries only those products that we cannot obtain 
within our own country.  
17. American consumers who purchase products made in other countries are respon-
sible for putting their fellow Americans out of work. . 
 
A.3 Internationalism (Kosterman and Feshbach, 1989) 
 
44. If necessary, we ought to be willing to lower our standard of living to cooperate with 
other countries in getting an equal standard for every person in the world. 
74. The alleviation of poverty in other countries is their problem, not ours. 
103. America should be more willing to share its wealth with other suffering nations, 
even if it doesn't necessarily coincide with our political interests. 
93. We should teach our children to uphold the welfare of all people everywhere even 
though it may be against the best interests of our own country. 
32. I would not be willing to decrease my living standard by ten percent to increase that 
of persons in poorer countries of the world. 
110. Children should be educated to be international minded-to support any movement 
which contributes to the welfare of the world as a whole, regardless of special national 
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interests. 
84. The agricultural surpluses of all countries should be shared with the have-nots of 
the world. 
78. The position a U.S. citizen takes on an international issue should depend on how 
much good it does for how many people in the world, regardless of their nation. 
116. Countries needing our agricultural surpluses should pay for them instead of get-
ting something for nothing. 
 
A.4 Cosmopolitanism (Cleveland at al., 2009) 
 
(COS1) I enjoy exchanging ideas with people from other cultures or countries. .823 
(COS2) I am interested in learning more about people who live in other countries. .805 
(COS3) I enjoy being with people from other countries to learn about their views and 
approaches. .779 
(COS4) I like to observe people of other countries, to see what I can learn from them. 
.764 
(COS5) I like to learn about other ways of life. .723 
(COS6) I find people from other cultures stimulating. 
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A.5 Three Dimensional Consumer Cosmopolitanism C-COSMO (Riefler et 
al. 2012) 
Open-mindedness 
When traveling, I make a conscious effort to get in touch with the local culture and tra-
ditions. 
I like having the opportunity to meet people from many different countries. 
I like to have contact with people from different cultures. 
I have got a real interest in other countries 
Diversity appreciation 
Having access to products coming from many different countries is valuable to me. 
The availability of foreign products in the domestic market provides valuable diversity. 
I enjoy being offered a wide range of products coming from various countries. 
Always buying the same local products becomes boring over time. 
Consumption transcending borders 
I like watching movies from different countries.  
I like listening to music of other cultures. 
I like trying original dishes from other countries.  
I like trying out things that are consumed elsewhere in the world. 
 
	  	   	  	  
109	  
A.6 Attitude towards Global Products (Steenkamp and De Jong, 2010) 
 
AGP/ALP Measurement Instrument 
Entertainment 
1. I enjoy entertainment that I think is popular in many countries around the world more 
than traditional entertainment that is popular in my own country. 
2. I enjoy traditional entertainment that is popular in my own country as well as enter-
tainment that I think is popular in many countries around the world. 
3. I enjoy traditional entertainment that is popular in my own country more than enter-
tainment that I think is popular in many countries around the world. 
4. I don’t enjoy most entertainment, whether it’s traditionally popular in my own country 
or popular in many countries around the world. 
Furnishings 
1. I prefer to have home furnishings that I think are popular in many countries around 
the world rather than furnishings that are considered traditional in my own country. 
2. I prefer mixing home furnishings that are traditional in my own country with furnish-
ings that I think are popular in many countries around the world. 
3. I prefer to have home furnishings that are traditional in my country rather than fur-
nishings that I think are popular in many countries around the world. 
4. I don’t really like my own country’s traditional home furnishings or furnishings that I 
think are popular in many countries around the world. 
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Clothing 
1. I like to wear clothing that I think is popular in many countries around the world more 
than clothing that is traditionally popular in my own country. 
2. I like to alternate or mix choices so that I wear clothing that is traditionally popular in 
my own country as well as clothing that I think is popular in many countries around the 
world. 
3. I like to wear clothing that is traditionally popular in my own country more than cloth-
ing that I think is popular in many countries around the world. 
4. I don’t care whether you’re talking about the traditional clothing in my own country or 
clothing that I think is popular in many countries around the world, I am not interested 
in clothing. 
Food 
1. I enjoy foods that I think are popular in many countries around the world more than 
my own country’s traditional foods. 
2. I enjoy my own country’s traditional foods as well as foods that I think are popular in 
many countries around the world. 
3. I enjoy my own country’s traditional foods more than foods that I think are popular in 
many countries around the world. 
4. I don’t really enjoy my own country’s traditional foods, nor do I enjoy foods that I 
think are popular in many countries around the world. 
Lifestyle 
1. I prefer to have a lifestyle that I think is similar to the lifestyle of consumers in many 
countries around the world rather than the traditional lifestyle in my own country. 
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2. I prefer to blend the traditional lifestyle in my own country with a lifestyle that I think 
is similar to the lifestyle of consumers in many countries around the world. 
3. I prefer to have a lifestyle that is traditional in my own country rather than one that I 
think is similar to the lifestyle of consumers in many countries around the world. 
4. To be honest, I don’t find the traditional lifestyle in my own country or the consumer 
lifestyle that is similar in many countries around the world very interesting. 
Brands 
1. I prefer to buy brands that I think are bought by consumers in many countries around 
the world rather than local brands that are sold only in my country. 
2. I prefer to buy both local brands that are sold only in my country and brands that I 
think are bought by consumers in many countries around the world. 
3. I prefer to buy local brands that are sold only in my country rather than brands that I 
think are bought by consumers in many countries around the world. 
4. I couldn’t care less about the countries associated with any brand; brand names 
mean nothing to me. 
 
For each consumption domain, we asked respondents to place a tick in front of the one 
statement that best described their feelings. For each domain, statements 1–4 are in-
dicative of a positive AGP combined with a negative ALP, positive 
AGP/positive ALP, negative AGP/positive ALP, and negative AGP/negative ALP, re-
spectively. 
 
 
	  	   	  	  
112	  
A.7 Xenophile Sub-Scale Items (Perlmutter, 1954) 
3. The Chief stimulants to basic American institutions in this country have come mainly 
from European and Oriental ideas and doctrines. 
4. The most delicious foods are European or Oriental. 
11. The British use the English language better than most Americans do. 
13. European men are usually more romantic than American men. 
15. Too much stress is placed on Americanism these days, not enough on the fact that 
we are all descendants of the Old World. 
17. Compared to the French, Americans are an unimaginative people. 
24. European children are generally better mannered than Americans. 
25. Europeans on the whole appreciate and understand the arts better than Americans. 
26. Most European girls make better wives than American girls. 
27. Europeans generally are a warmer and friendlier people than Americans. 
 
Adapted Xenophile Scale 
Perlmutter Xenophile (1954) revisions 
1. The British use the English language better than most Americans do. 
2. The most delicious foods are European or Asian. 
3. Compared to the French, Americans lack imagination. 
4. European men are usually more romantic than American men. 
5. Most European women make better wives than American women. 
6. Europeans are, generally, warmer and friendlier than Americans. 
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7. The main stimulants to American institutions originally were European and Asian 
ideas and teachings. 
8. Too much stress is placed on Americanism these days, not enough on the fact 
that most of us are descendants of the Old World. 
9. European children are generally better mannered than American children.  
10. Europeans on the whole appreciate and understand the arts better than Ameri-
cans. 
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APPENDIX B OPEN-ENDED ITEM GENERATION SURVEY 
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APPENDIX C EXPERT REVIEW INSTRUMENT FOR CCOS AND CXENO ITEM 
POOL 
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APPENDIX D SCALE CREATION SURVEY 
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APPENDIX E SCALE VALIDATION SURVEY #1 
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APPENDIX F EXPERT REVIEW INSTRUMENT FOR XENOPHILE SCALE 
MODIFICATIONS 
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APPENDIX G SCALE VALIDATION SURVEY #2 
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APPENDIX H MODEL FIT INDICES OF CXENO CFA FROM VALIDATION STUDY 1
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APPENDIX I MODEL FIT INDICES OF CXENO CFA FROM VALIDATION STUDY 2
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APPENDIX J. MODEL FIT INDICES OF CCOS CFA FROM VALIDATION STUDY 1
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APPENDIX K. MODEL FIT INDICES OF CCOS CFA FROM VALIDATION STUDY 2
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APPENDIX L MODEL OF  CCOS AND CCOSMO CONSTRUCTS WITH COR-
RELATION SET FREE. 
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APPENDIX M MODEL OF CCOS AND CETSCALE CONSTRUCTS WITH CORRELA-
TION SET FREE. 
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APPENDIX N MODEL OF CXENO AND CETSCALE CONSTRUCTS WITH CORRE-
LATION SET FREE  
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APPENDIX O MODEL FIT INDICES FOR FULL SEM MODEL OF CCOS, CXENO 
AND AGP 
 
	  	   	  	  
156	  
REFERENCES 
 
Ajzen, I. (2001), "Nature and Operation of Attitudes," Annual Reviews in Psychology, 
52, 27-58. 
Ajzen, I., & Fishbein, M. (1980). Understanding attitudes and predicting social 
behavior. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 
Alden, D. L., Steenkamp, J. B., & Batra, R. 1999. Brand positioning through advertising 
in Asia, North America, and Europe: The role of global consumer culture. 
Journal of Marketing, 63(1): 75–87. 
Ang, S.H., Jung, K., Kau, A.K., Leong, S.M., Pornpitakpan, C., Tan,S.J., (2004) 
"Animosity towards economic giants: what the little guys think", Journal of 
Consumer Marketing, Vol. 21 Iss: 3, pp.190 – 207 
Ashforth, B.. and Mael, F. (1989), "Social Identity Theory and the Organization," 
Academy of Management Review, 14(1), 20-39. 
Bagozzi, R. P. (1980). Causal Models in Marketing. New York: Wiley. 
Bagozzi, R. P. and Burnkrant, R.E. (1979), "Attitude Organization and the Attitude-
Behavior Relationship," Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 37(6), 
913-29. 
Bagozzi, Richard P. and Youjae Yi (1988), “On the Evaluation of Structural Equation 
Models,” Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 16 (1), 74–97. 
 Balabanis, G., & Diamantopoulos, A. 2004. Domestic country bias, country-of-origin 
effects and consumer ethnocentrism: A multidimensional unfolding approach. 
Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 32(1): 80–95. 
	  	   	  	  
157	  
Balabanis, G. (2007). "In-group and out-group orientations and their relation to 
formation of Country of Origin Image stereotypes." International journal of 
business and globalisation 1(3): 328.  
Balabanis, G., Diamantopoulos, A. (2001). "The impact of nationalism, patriotism and 
internationalism on consumer ethnocentric tendencies." Journal of international 
business studies 32(1): 157-175. 
  Baughn, C. & Yaprak A., 1993. Mapping Country-of-Origin Research: Recent 
Developments and Emerging Avenues. In N. Papadopoulos & L. Heslop 
(editors), Product- country Images: Impact and Role in In- ternational Marketing 
(pp 89-115). New York: Haworth Press . 
Bearden, W. O., Netemeyer, R. G., and Teel, J. E. (1989). Measurement of consumer 
susceptibility to interpersonal influence. Journal of Consumer Research, 
15(March), 473-481. 
Belk, R.W., Bahn, K.D., and Mayer, R.N. (1982) ‘Developmental Recognition 
ofConsumption Symbolism’, Journal of Consumer Research, 9 (June): 4-17. 
Bilkey, W. J. (1982). "Country-of-origin effects on product evaluations." Journal of 
international business studies: 89. 
Bollen, K. A. (1989). Structural equations with latent variables. New York: John Wiley & 
Sons. 
Brewer, M. and Kramer, R. (1985) ‘The Psychology of Inter-group Attitudes and 
Behavior’ in M. Rosenzweig and L. Porter (eds) Annual Revue of Psychology, Palo 
Alto, 36: 219-43. 
	  	   	  	  
158	  
Byrne, B. M. (1998). Structural equation modeling with LISREL, PRELIS, and SIMPLIS 
: basic concepts, applications, and programming. Mahwah, N.J., L. Erlbaum 
Associates. 
Campbell, D. T. and Fiske, D. W. (1959). Convergent and Discriminant Validation by 
the Multitrait-multimethod Matrix. Psychological Bulletin, 56, 81-105. 
Cannon, H., & Yaprak, A. 2001. Cosmopolitan-based cross national segmentation in 
global marketing simulations. Developments in Business Simulation and 
Experiential Learning, 28: 23–31. 
Cannon, H., & Yaprak, A. 2002. Will the real-world citizen please stand up! The many 
faces of cosmopolitan consumer behaviour. Journal of International Marketing, 
10(4): 30–52. 
Cannon, Hugh M., Yoon, S.J., McGowan, L, & Yaprak, Atilla. (1994). Toward a theory 
of cross-national segmentation. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the 
Academy of International Business, Maui.  
Churchill, G. A. (1979). A Paradigm for Developing better measures of 
Marketingconstructs. Journal of Marketing Research, 16 (February), 64-73. 
Churchill, G. A., and Iacobucci, D. (2002). Marketing research methodological 
foundations, (8th ed.). Fort Worth, TX: Harcourt College Publishers. 
Clark, L. A., & Watson, D. (1995). Constructing validity: Basic issues in scale 
development. Psychological Assessment, 7(3), 309-319. 
Cleveland, M., Laroche, M., & Papadopoulos, N. 2009. Cosmopolitanism, consumer 
ethnocentrism, and materialism: An eight-country study of antecedents and 
outcomes. Journal of International Marketing, 17(1): 116–146. 
	  	   	  	  
159	  
Cronbach, L. J. (1951). Coefficient alpha and the internal structure of tests. 
Psychometrika, 12, 1-16. 
Crowne, D. P. (1960). "A new scale of social desirability independent of 
psychopathology." Journal of consulting psychology 24(4): 349-354. 
DeVellis, Robert F. (1991), Scale Development: Theory and Applications. Newbury 
Park, Calif. [et al.]: Sage Publications. 
DeVellis, Robert F. (2011), Scale Development: Theory and Applications. Newbury 
Park, Calif. [et al.]: Sage Publications. 
De Mooij, Marieke (2004), Consumer Behavior and Culture: Consequences for Global 
Marketing and Advertising. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 
Diamantopoulos, A. and Schlegelmilch, B. (2002), Taking the Fear Out of Data 
Analysis. London: Thomson Learning. 
Dichter, E. (1962), "The World Customer," Harvard Business Review, 40(4), 113-22. 
Doob, L. W. (1964). Patriotism and Nationalism: Their Psychological Foundations, Yale 
University Press, New Haven. 
Durvasula, S., Andrews, G. and Netemeyer, R. (1997), "A Cross- Cultural Comparison 
of Ethnocentrism in the United States and Russia," The Journal of International 
Consumer Marketing, 9(4), 73-93. 
Fishbein, M., & Ajzen, I. (1975). Belief, attitude, intention, and behavior. Reading, MA: 
Addison-Wesley. 
Gerbing, D. W., & Anderson, J. C. (1988). An updated paradigm for scale development 
incorporating unidimensionality and its assessment. Journal of Marketing 
Research, 25(2),186-192. 
	  	   	  	  
160	  
Guttman, L. (1970). Integration of Test Design and Analysis. In Proceedings of the 
1969 Invitational Conference on Testing Problems, (53-65). Princeton, NJ: 
Educational Testing Services. 
Hannerz, U. (1990). "COSMOPOLITANS AND LOCALS IN WORLD CULTURE." 
Theory, culture & society 7(2): 237. 
Hannerz, U. (1992), Cultural Complexity: Studies in the Social Organization of 
Meaning. New York: Columbia University Press. 
Hair, J., R. Bush, and D. Ortinau, 2000. Marketing Research: A Practical Approach for 
the New Millennium. Columbus, OH, USA: McGraw-Hill. 
Hair, J., Black, B. Babin, B., Anderson, R. and Tatham, R. (2006). Multivariate Data 
Analysis (6th edition). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 
Haws, K., W. Bearden, et al. (2011). "Consumer spending self-control effectiveness 
and outcome elaboration prompts." Journal of the Academy of Marketing 
Science: 1-16.' 
Herche, J. (1992), “A note on the predictive validity of the CETSCALE”, Journal of the 
Academy of Marketing Science, Vol. 20 No. 3, pp. 261-4. 
Hu, L. t. and P. M. Bentler (1999). "Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure 
analysis: Conventional criteria versus new alternatives." Structural Equation 
Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal 6(1): 1-55. 
Jaffe, E. D., & Nebenzahl, I.D. (2006). National image & competitive advantage : the 
theory and practice of place branding. Herndon, VA: Copenhagen Business 
School Press. 
	  	   	  	  
161	  
Johansson, J.K., Douglas, S.P., and Nonaka, I. (1985)  Assessing the Impact of 
Country-of-Origin on Product Evaluations: A New Methodological Perspective’, 
Journal of Marketing Research, XXII (Nov): 388-396. 
Jöreskog, K. G., D. Sörbom, et al. (1996). LISREL 8 user's reference guide. Chicago, 
IL, Scientific Software International. 
Katz, D. and Stotland, E. (1959), "A Preliminary Statement to a Theory of Attitude 
Structure and Change," in Psychology: A Study of a Science, Sigmund Koch, 
ed. New York: McGraw-Hill, 423-75. 
Kent, D.P. and Burnight, R.G. (1951) ‘Group Centrism in Complex Societies’, American 
Journal of Sociology, 57 (3) (Nov): 256-259. 
Kosterman, R. and Feshback, S. (1989) ‘Towards a Measure of Patriotic and 
Nationalistic Attitudes’, Political Psychology, 10(2):257-274. 
Field, Andy (2005), Discovering Statistics Using SPSS. London: Sage Publications. 
Gillespie, K, Jeannet, J.P. and Hennessey, H.D. (2007), Global Marketing. Boston: 
Houghton Mifflin Company. 
Kent, D. P. (1951). Group centrism in complex societies. The American journal of 
sociology, 256.  
Klein, J. G., R. Ettenson, et al. (1998). "The Animosity Model of Foreign Product 
Purchase: An Empirical Test in the People's Republic of China." The Journal of 
Marketing 62(1): 89-100. 
Kline, R. B. (2005). Principles and practice of structural equation modeling. New York, 
Guilford Press. 
	  	   	  	  
162	  
Kline, R. B. (1998). Principles and practice of structural equation modeling. New York: 
Guilford. 
Kosterman, R., Feshbach, S. (1989). Toward a measure of patriotic and nationalistic 
attitudes. Political psychology, 257.  
Lastovicka, J. L., Bettencourt, L. A., Hughner, R. S., & Kuntze, R. J. (1999). Lifestyle of 
the Tight and Frugal: Theory and Measurement. Journal of Consumer 
Research, 26(1), 85-98. 
Merton, R. (1972).  Insiders and Outsiders: A Chapter in the Sociology of Knowledge. 
American Journal of Sociology 78(1): 9-47. 
Nijssen, E., & Van Herk, H. (2005). Consumer ethnocentrism’s effects on ongoing 
cross-border service relationships, Working Paper Series on Research in 
Relationship Management, Nijmegen School of Management. 
Nunnally, J. (1967), Psychometric theory, Tata McGraw-Hill. 
McDonal, R. P. (1985). Factor Analysis and related methods. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence 
Erlbaum Associates. 
Mueller,R.and Broderick, A (2010) Consumer xenocentrism. An alternative explanation 
for foreign product bias, Proceedings of Annual Hawaii International Business 
Research Conference, 27-28 September 2010 (Zin Haqq, ed.). Honolulu, 
Hawaii. Australia: World Business Institute. 
Neese, Q. T., & Hult, G. T. M. (2002). Local retail segmentation using the CETSCALE: 
A test of comparative advertising effectiveness in the domestic versus imported 
luxury sedan market. Journal of Promotion Management, 8(2), 135-161. 
	  	   	  	  
163	  
Netemeyer, R. G., Bearden, W, and Sharma,S. (2003), Scaling Procedures. Newbury 
Park, CA: Sage Publications. 
Netemeyer, R. G., Durvasula, S., & Lichtenstein, D. R. (1991). A cross-national 
assessment of the reliability and validity of the CETSCALE. Journal of Marketing 
Research, 28(3), 320-327. 
Nunnally, J. C., & Bernstein, I. H. (1994). Psychometric Theory. 3rd Ed. New York, NY: 
McGraw-Hill. 
Oberecker, E.M., Riefler, P. and Diamantopoulos, A. (2008), "The Consumer Affinity 
Construct: Conceptualization, Qualitative Investigation, and Research Agenda," 
Journal of International Marketing, 16(3), 23-56. 
Oppenheimer, D. M., T. Meyvis, et al. (2009). "Instructional manipulation checks: 
Detecting satisficing to increase statistical power." Journal of Experimental 
Social Psychology 45(4): 867-872. 
Papadopoulos, N. and Heslop, L.A  (1993). Product Country Images: Impact and their 
Role in International Marketing. Haworth Press. 
Papadopoulos, N. and Heslop, L.A  (2003). “Country of Equity and Product-Country 
Images: State of the Art in Research and Implications,” In A Handbook of 
Research in International Marketing, edited by S.C. Jain. Cheltenham, U.K.: 
Eward Elgar, 402-33. 
Perlmutter, H. V. (1954). Some characteristics of the xenophilic personality. The journal 
of psychology.  
Peterson, R. A. (1995). "A meta-analysis of country-of-origin effects." Journal of 
international business studies: 883. 
	  	   	  	  
164	  
Ridgway, N. , Kukar-Kinney, M. and Monroe, K.. (2008). "An expanded 
conceptualization and a new measure of compulsive buying." The Journal of 
consumer research 35(4): 622. 
Riefler, P. and Diamantopoulos, A. (2009). Consumer cosmopolitanism: Review and 
replication of the CYMYC scale. Journal of Business Research, 62(4), 407-419. 
Riefler, P., Diamantopoulos, A. and Siguaw, J. (2012) "Cosmopolitan Consumers as a 
Target Group for Segmentation", Journal of International Business Studies, Vol. 
43, No. 3, 2012, pp. 285-305. 
Segars, A. (1997), 'Assessing the unidimensionality of measurement: A paradigm and 
illustration within the context of information systems research', Omega 25(1), 
107-121. 
Schooler, R. D. (1965), "Product Bias in the Central American Common Market," 
Journal of Marketing Research, 2(4), 394-7. 
Schuiling, I. and Kapferer, J.N. (2004), “Real Differences Between Local and 
International Brands: Strategic Implications for International Marketers,” Journal 
of International Marketing, 12 (4), 97–112. 
Shimp, T. A., Sharma,S., and Shin, J. (1995), "Consumer Ethnocentrism: Test of 
Antecedents and Moderators," Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 23 
(Winter), 26-37. 
Shimp, T. A. and Sharma,S. (1987), “Consumer Ethnocentrism: Construction and 
Validation of the CETSCALE,” Journal of Marketing Research, 24 (August), 
280–89. 
	  	   	  	  
165	  
Skrbis, Z., Kendall, G. and Woodward, I. (2004), “Locating Cosmopolitanism: Between 
Humanist Ideal and Grounded Social Category,” Theory, Culture, and Society, 
21 (6), 115–36. 
Steenkamp, J. B. E. M., & de Jong, M. G. (2010). A global investigation into the 
constellation of consumer attitudes toward global and local products. Journal of 
Marketing, 74, 18–40. 
Steenkamp, J. B., Ter Hofstede, F., & Wedel, M. 1999. A crossnational investigation 
into the individual and national antecedents of consumer innovativeness. 
Journal of Marketing, 63(2): 55–69. 
Strahan, R. and Gerbasi, K. (1972). "Short, homogeneous versions of the Marlow-
Crowne Social Desirability Scale." Journal of clinical psychology 28(2): 191-193. 
Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2006). Using multivariate statistics (5th ed.). New 
York: Harper Collins College Publishers. 
Thompson, C., & Tambyah, S. K. 1999. Trying to be cosmopolitan. Journal of 
Consumer Research, 26(3): 214–241. 
Usunier, J. C. 2006. Relevance in business research: The case of country-of-origin 
research in marketing. European Management Review, 3(1): 60–73. 
Verlegh, P.and Steenkamp, J.B. (1999), "A Review and Meta- Analysis of Country-of-
Origin Research," Journal of Economic Psychology, 20, 521-46. 
Wilson, T.D., Lindsay,S. and Schooler, T.(2000), "A Model of Dual Attitudes," 
Psychological Review, 1(107), 101-26. 
	  	   	  	  
166	  
Yoon, S. J., Cannon, H., and  Yaprak, A. (1996). Evaluating the CYMYC 
cosmopolitanism scale on Korean consumers. Advances in International 
Marketing, 7: 211–232. 
 
	  	   	  	  
167	  
ABSTRACT 
 
 
CONSUMER XENOCENTRISM AND CONSUMER COSMOPOLITANISM: 
THE DEVELOPMENT AND VALIDATION OF SCALES OF CONSTRUCTS 
INFLUENCING ATTITUDES TOWARDS FOREIGN PRODUCT CONSUMP-
TION 
 
by 
 
STEVEN J. LAWRENCE 
 
December 2012 
 
Advisor: Dr. Abhijit Biswas 
 
Major: Business (Marketing) 
 
Degree: Doctor of Philosophy 
 
Like many other attributes, consumers exhibit varying degrees of preference 
with regard to foreign and domestic products. Some consumers have preferences for 
domestic products while other, seemingly similar, consumers prefer the foreign coun-
terpart. Product quality differences aside, we aim to investigate the attitudinal con-
structs behind the varying preferences among consumers as they relate to foreign and 
domestic products.  
The author created two new scales for the measurement of the consumer xeno-
centrism and consumer cosmopolitanism constructs. The consumer xenocentrism 
scale is intended to measure consumers’ favorable orientations to products from out-
side their membership group. The consumer cosmopolitanism scale is designed to 
measure consumers’ openness to new ideas and tendency to address functional needs 
with the kind of products or services that best deliver the desired function, regardless of 
tradition or social influence. 
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 Modern, robust scale creation techniques were be used for the scale creation 
and validation process and the end result was a pair of six-item self-report measures 
that are valid, reliable and exhibit strong psychometric properties. Such scales will fa-
cilitate the proper measurement of the constructs in question by both marketing practi-
tioners and academics. 
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